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ESTIMATED IMPACTS on LOCAL INCOME AND EMPLOYMENT OF A 
CHANGE IN THE FEDERAL GRAZING FEE (APPLICATION OF THE FOREST 


SERVICE IMPLAN 1/0 SYSTEM TO 13 WESTERN COUNTIES) 
* By 


Hans Radtke and Ray Brokken! 


INTRODUCTION 


In 1978, Congress established a grazing fee formla under the Public 
Rangelands Improvement Act (PRIA), with provisions for it to be effective 
through 1985. Section 12(b) of this Act requires "no later than December 31, 
1985, the Secretaries (of Agriculture and Interior) shall report to the 
Congress...their ewaluation of the fee established in Section 6...and other 
grazing fee options, and their 414235 to implement a grazing fee 
schedule for 1986 and subsequent grazing years." This report contributes to 
the required evaluation by analyzing the potential impacts of changes in 
federal grazing fees on local income and employment in 13 livestock-dependent 
counties in 13 Western states. The counties were selected for analysis 


because information available suggested that the local economics were highly 


dependent on the livestock industry and on federal grazing. The impacts on a 


1. Hans Radtke is associate professor of Department of Agricultural and 
Resource Economics, Oregon State University, on temporary assignment. Ray 
Brokken is Agricultural Economist, Economic Research Serwice, USDA and 
professor (courtesy) of Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, 
Oregon State University, Corwallis, Oregon, respectively. 
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statewide basis are also analyzed for Oregon so as to give a comparison 


between different size economies. 


Forage dependency on Bureau of Land Management (BIM) and U.S. Forest 
Service (USFS) lands in the West ranges from 38 percent in Nevada to 2 
percent in South Dakota and Washington (Appendix I). While the average 
federal forage dependency for the Western states (plus the Dakotas) is only 
10 percent, such dependencies can be — 05 higher for some local communities. 
The impact of federal grazing fee changes may be small from a national or 
regional perspective; however, such impacts on individual ranchers or 
communities can be very significant. The impact of federal grazing policy on 
local communities is affected by their economic dependency on livestock as 
well as on federal forages. For example, Harney County, Oregon is very 
dependent on the livestock sector (Appendix II, Oregon lists a county income- 
ro-livertock ratio of 994 for Harney County) and also very dependent on 
federal grazing (331 federal grazing dependency). For larger, more 
diversified aan. community impacts of federal grazing policies may be 


relatively less important. 


A software system called IMPLAN, developed by the USFS“, is used to 
construct input/output models for each area from a secondary data set derived 


from the U.8. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis and other 


national sources. In this system, models may be developed for areas 


2. Alward, Gregory and Charles J. Palmer. DIA: An Input-Output Analysis 
System for Select Service Planning.” Unpublished manuscript, Rocky Mountain 
Forest and Range Experiment Station, USDA Forest Service. Fort Collins, 
Colorado. 


consisting of any county or group of counties. The IMPLAN system uses 
secondary data and national interindustry relationships to 3 economic 
impacts resulting from any primary changes in the ares s economy. The 
purpose of this paper is to estimate the impact of a federal grazing fee 
change on a variety of economies--one in each Western state. Another paper 
is part of this grazing fee study, "IMPLAN vs. Primary Data Input/Output 
Models: A Comparison of Impact Estimates for Hypothetical Changes in the 
Federal Grazing Fee.” We concluded that the results estimated: by the IMPLAN 
models are usually higher than those estimated by primary data models. 
Impacts obtained from IMPLAN should, therefore, be considered high or upper 
limit" impacts. The question of which models (primary versus secondary) are 
more accurate was not answered. Secondary data (IMPLAN) may not estimate 
economic relations that exist in an area, as well as primary data models. A 
main problem with primary data models is in the quality of sample data. Such 
problems as enumerator qualifications, biased sampling, and biased responses 
may affect the accuracy of primary data estimates. With limited time and 
budget, use of secondary data models may be the only feasible way to estimate 
the impacts of national policy changes on local communities. It was decided 
to estimate the impacts of grazing fee changes with IMPLAN models because 
they are relatively inexpensive and accessible. Similar impact estimates can 


be carried out for any county or a group of counties in the West. 8 


. 
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Reaction to Grazing Fee Changes 


The economic impact of increases in public grazing fees on individual 
rancher’s income and local community income depends partly on the ranchers 
adjustment in organization of ranch enterprises and expenditures. Two sets 
of adjustments were assumed for purposes of the present analysis. The first 
assumption represents the least possible rancher reaction to a fee increase; 
that is, the rancher simply pays more for his federal grazing, and makes no 
adjustments in utilization. This is called the minimum rancher response. 
The second assumption, which is called a herd adjustment response, usually 
leads to much larger impacts of possible fee increases. In some instances, 
especially at higher grazing fees, the minimum rancher’s response will result 
in greater local income loss. This is because the initial loss of income to 
the rancher is greater than the loss of income associated with reduced 
livestock related expenditures. Under the second assumption, utilization of 
federal grazing is assumed to decline as the fee is increased. This 
assumption is made in recognition of the high variability among parcels in 
the walue of range for grazing. As fees are increased, the forage value for 
grazing is exceeded on progressively more parcels. Losses can be averted by 
discontinuing usage of such parcels. 4 decline of up to 30 percent in 
utilization of public range is assumed as the fee is increased to the 1982 
average private grazing lease rate for each particular state or to $8 per “aU 


(Animal Unit Month), whichever is smaller. 


A symmetric triangular 8 distribution in the percent reduction in 


utilization of public grazing relative to fees charged was assumed. Under 


such a distribution, no reduction is made at the 1983 fee level, but as the 
fee is increased up to the smaller of the 1982 average private: grazing lease 
rate or $8, the utilization of federal range drops by as much as 50 percent 
of the 1982 utilization. For example, suppose a ranching area with a total 
of 10,000 cows is 50 percent dependent on federal range; i.e., out of a total 
of 120,000 AUM’s of feed, 60,000 AUM’s comes from federal range. At a fee of 
$8 .00 per Alm, half (30,000 AUM’s) of federal AUM’s are not utilized. This 
amounts to a 25 percent reduction in total feed utilization in the area and 
consequently, a total herd reduction in the number 75 beef cows of 25 
percent. This assumes that private feed sources Lage substituted for 
federal range on a one-to-one rate in terms of AUM’s. The details of these 


computations and the 1982 average private grazing lease rate are shown in 


Appendix III and IV. 


The fee levels for which impacts were calculated are displayed in Table I. 
The 1983 fee was $1.40, so the fee increases calculated are the fee levels 
minus $1.40 for most states. The 1983 National Grasslands fee is $2.86 which 


was used to calculate fee increases in North and South Dakota. 


Impact Analysis of Grazing Fee Changes 


* 


— 


A regional input-output model provides a "still-life" picture of a regional 
economy. The input-output problem involves determining the magnitudes of 
inter-industry as well as total economy impacts of any change in consumer 


demand, resource base, or government policy. The overall impact can be 


Table I. Grazing fee levels for which economic impacts are estimated. 


State County JF. weeeneLee Leveis in 0 
Arizona Gila 2.00 2.53/a — — 
California Modoc 2.00 4.00 6.00 8.00 
Colorado Gunnison 2.00 4.00 6.00 8.00 
Idaho Owyhee 2.00 4.00 6.00 7.98/a 
Montana Beaverhead 2.00 4.00 6.00 8.00 
Hevada Elko 2.00 4.00 5.70/a — 
ew Mexico Catron 2.00 4.00 6.00 6.26/a 
Horth Dakota Billings —/b 4.00 6.00 8.00 
Oregon Harney 2.00 4.00 6.00 7.70/a 
South Dakota Fall River ==/b 4.00 6.00 8.00 
Utah Millard 2.00 4.00 6.00 8.00 
Washington Garfield 2.00 4.00 6.00 6.67/a 
Wyoming Sublette 2.00 4.00 6.00 8.00 
State of Oregon--all 2.00 4.00 6.00 7.70/a 


a/ Impacts of grazing fee rates are analyzed at rates below or equal to 
state private lease rates or at $8.00 per AUM, whichever is smaller. 
This assumes that if the grazing fee were to be increased higher 
than the state average (or at $8.00 per AUM), most users would drop 
out of the market for federal grazing. 


/>d lat ional Grasslands grazing fees are $2.86. 


decomposed into direct, indirect, and induced impacts. 


Direct impacts result from an initial change. The indirect 1888 impact 
is the decrease in personal income of related sectors. Then, the induced 
impacts occur as wage earners and businesses experience changes in their 
salaries and profits; and consequently, their personal expenditures 
decrease. The sum of these direct, indirect, and induced effects is the 


total income effect. 


In the case of the minimm rancher response, the increase in grazing fee 
causes an initial change in rancher s income. The decrease in personal 
income of sectors selling to the rancher’s household is the indirect effect. 
Then, the induced impacts occur as wage earners and businesses experience 
reductions in their salaries and profits; and consequently, personal 


expenditures decrease. 


For the herd adjustment response, the resulting loss of income to the 
livestock sector is the direct income impact. The indirect impact occurs as 
other businesses relying on expenditures of the livestock sector, experience 
lover sales and a decrease in personal income’. The induced impacts are the 
results of lower wage earnings and business profits which lead to lower 


expenditures. ; 


er 


— 


Computed Impacts Under Minimum Rancher Response 


With no change in his operation the rancher loses a certain part of 
enterprise net income (or increases enterprise loss). As a result of a 


federal fee increase, the reduction in rancher’s income causes the rancher to 


spend less on consumer items, which in turn reduces income for other local 


business and wage earners. - 


The grazing fee revenues ‘that are collected by the USFS (and Section 15 
lands for the BLM) are distributed so that 50 percent of the revenues are 
returned to the local community for rangeland maintenance and improvements, 
while another 25 percent is returned to local government. The remaining 25 
percent is collected by the Federal Treasury (For Section 3 of BLM lands, the 
formula is 502, 12.5%, and 37.52). A grazing fee increase from $1.40 to $2.00 

per AUM in USFS lands would decrease the rancher’s income by 8.60 per AUM, 
while increasing the local rangeland maintenance and investment funds by $.30 


per AUM. Another $.15 (251 of 8.60) is returned to the local government. 


The resulting changes in total net local personal income depend on the 
degree to which the various firms and households in the local economy are 
interrelated. The most important factor determining the size of the 
interrelationships is the degree of leakage of purchases outside the area. 
Sectors which import a large share of their first round purchases — 
have smaller multipliers than those purchasing a larger share of inputs 
locally. A small area that contains only a few sectors will lose many of its 
sales and resulting local incomes to surrounding areas. Some types of 
sectors also tend to purchase more locally. For example, ranchers may* buy 
most of their feed, seed, and labor locally. Gasoline retailers on the 9 


hand, may purchase most of their product from refineries outside the area. 


The relationship between the change in household income and resulting 


personal income, and also a change in final demand (sales) and resulting 


personal income, are summarized in Table II. For example, as a result of a 
megative one dollar change in local household income, a $.25 decrease in 
local personal income would be expected in the very small Billings County, 
Borth Dakota economy (populations and total income per county are shown in 
Appendix II). In a larger economy such as Millard County, Utah, which is 
about five times as large as Billings County, the resulting change in 
personal income would be a decrease of $.72. When such changes are analyzed 
for a large regional economy (Oregon, for example, an economy that is about 
2,000 times larger than the Billings County economy), the result is a 
negative $1.34 change of state personal income. The change in local personal 
income as a result of changes in final demand in the other sectors generally 


also increase as the economy increases in size. 


The effect of the grazing fee increases per AUM are estimated in Table I of 
Appendix V and summarized per level of change in Table III in this text. The 
rancher’s initial loss in household 88 plus his decreased expenditures 
have a negative effect on the local economy, while the rangeland investment 


funds and local government monies increase local income. 


The resulting changes in total net local personal income per AUM for the 
thirteen Western counties resulting from a $.60 (from $1.40 to $2.00) 
increase in the grazing fee of USFS lands range from a $.42 loss in Catron 
County, New Mexico to a $.65 loss in Gila County, Arizona. For BLM n 3 
lands, because a greater percentage is collected by the Federal Treasury, the 
total net local personal income loss per AUM increases to $.49 for Catron 


County, New Mexico and $.74 for Gila County, Arizona. When impacts are 


Table Il. Local personal income impacts of a $ change in household income and a 8 


change in final demand of several sectors in selected areas. Results 
of the USFS-IMPLAN Input-Output Model. 
Personal 
consumption Local Feed 
(Household government Rangeland Meat and 
State County income) expenditure improvements animals grazing. 

Arizona Gila 0.71 0.62 0.64 0.59 0.61 
California Modoc 0.57 0.56 0.62 0.57 0.62 
Colorado Gunnison 0.65 0.65 0.71 0.47 0.72 
Idaho Owyhee 0.42 0.52 0.57 0.55 0.61 
Montana Beaverhead 0.67 0.67 0.66 0.48 0.62 
Nevada Elko 0.68 0.74 0.69 0.40 0.67 
New Mexico Catron 0.31 0.36 0.76 0.26 0.52 
Rorth Dakota Billings 0.25 0.27 0.50 0.47 0.56 
Oregon Harney 0.65 0.73 0.60 0.51 0.62 
South Dakota Fall River 0.60 0.56 0.55 0.35 0.58 
Utah Millard 0.72 0.69 0.70 0.67 0.68 
Washington Garfield 0.45 0.44 0.49 0.54 0.60 
Wyoming Sublette 0.79 0.83 0.83 0.46 0.65 
Oregon All 1.34 0.53 96 0.89 0.65 
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Table III. Summary of estimated negative impacts on local income of siternative Federal grazing fees per 


— nee USFS fe- — BL fee- 

State County $2.00 $4.00 $6.00 $8.00 $2.00 $4.00 $6.00 $8.00 
Arizona Gila (2.53)/a 0.65 1.22 —— —— 0.74 1.40 — —— 
California Modoc 0.58 2.51 4.44 6.37 0.67 2.89 5.12 7.34 
Colorado Gunnison 0.59 2.57 4.55 6.53 0.69 2.97 5.26 7.54 
Idaho Owyhee (7.98)/a 0.53 2.28 4.03 53746 0.60 2.62 4.63 6.62 
Montana Beaverhead 0.62 2.68 4.74 6.80 0.71 3.08 3.45 7.82 
Hevada Elko (5.70)/a 0.61 2.64 4.37 —— 0.71 3.06 5.05 — 
Kew Mexico Catron (6.26)/a 0.42 1.83 3.24 3.42 0.49 2.13 3.76 3.97 
North Dakota Billings (2.86)/b -- 0.90 2.49 4.08 = 1.02 2.81 4.61 
Oregon Harney (7.70)/a 0.62 2.69 4.77 6.53 0.72 3.10 5.49 7.52 
South Dakota Fall River (2.86)/b oe 1.18 3.26 5.33 — 1.35 3.71 6.07 
Utah Millard 0.63 2.73 4.83 6.93 0.73 3.15 5.57 7.99 
Washington Garfield (6.67)/a 0.57 2.47 4.37 5.01 0.65 2.80 4.96 5.68 
Wyoming Sublette 0.62 2.68 4.74 6.80 0.72 3.13 5.53 7.94 
State of Oregon ——(7.70)/a 0.88 3.82 6.76 9.26 1.00 4.33 7.66 10.49 


a/ Impacts of grazing fee rates are analyzed at rates below or equal to state private lease rates show in 
parenthesis or at $8.00 per AUM, whichever is smaller. This assumes that if the grazing fee were to be 
increased to higher than the state average (or at $8.00 per AUM), most users would drop out of the 
market for federal grazing. 


b/ The Rational Grasslands fees are $2.86. 


calculated for a large economy such as the State of Oregon, these personal 


income losses per AUM are $.88 and $1.00 respectively for USFS and for BLM 


grazing 


The total net loss and percentage losses of local income estimated in 
Appendix V and are displayed for all areas in Table IV and v. For Catron 
County, New Mexico, for example, an increase of the federal grazing fee to 
the state average private lease rate of $6 .26 would generate a net local 
income loss of $947,926 or a 7.42 percent decrease in the local economy. 


Computed Impacts Under Herd Reduction Response 


It was estimated with the use of the symmetric triangular distribution 
(Appendix III) that the ranchers negative response to fee increases would be 
to decrease the use of federal AUM’s by amounts ranging from a low of 4 
percent at the $2.00 level in Wyoming, Colorado, Montana, Utah, and 
California, to 50 percent in Idaho, New Mexico, Oregon, Arizona, Nevada, and 
Washington at the maximum increase analyzed. In addition, because they pay 
for the fee increases out of household income, the ranchers lose part of 
their income on the remaining AUM’s that they continue to use at the higher 
fee levels. These total and percentage income losses estimated in Appendix V 
are displayed in Tables VI and VII. At the $8.00 n fee level,, the 
combined effect of this loss of rancher’s income as well as the cone 
associated with a reduction in the use of federal AUM’s, is a total of 
$19,038, a .11 percent reduction for the Garfield County, Washington economy, 


which has a small amount of total federal AUM’s. For a more dependent area, 


such as Harney County, Oregon, a grazing fee increase to $8.00 would result 
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Table IV. Summary of estimated total local economic impact as a. 
result of grazing fee increases (mimimum response in 
1982 dollars). 


Fee levels in dollars 


State County $2.00 $4.00 86.00 $8.00 
Arizona Gila(2.53)/a_ „ 134590 138780 — — 
California Modoc 42408 183767 325126 466485 
Colorado Gunnison 73962 320502 567043 813583 
Idaho Owyhee (7.98)/a 224706 973724 1722743 2464272 
Montana Beaverhead 116661 505531 894401 1283271 
Nevada Elko (5. 70)/ 95636 414421 685388 — 
Hew Mexico Catron(6.26)/a 117028 507121 897214 947926 
Horth Dakota Billings(2.86)/b — 110746 305039 499332 
Oregon Harney(7.70)/a 249588 1081546 1913505 2620670 
South Dakota Fall River(2.86/b) — 96278 265187 434095 
Utah Millard 150184 650798 1151412 1652026 
Washington Garfield (6.67)/a 1490 6458 11426 13091 
Wyoming Sublette 141169 611733 1082298 1552862 
State of Oregon ——(7.70)/a 1393160 6039570 10685980 14637715 


a/ Impacts of grazing fee rates are analyzed at rates below or equal 
to state private lease rates shown in parenthesis or at $8.00 
per AUM, whichever is smaller. This assumes that if the grazing 
fee were to be increased to higher than the state average (or at 
$8.00 per AUM), most users would drop out of the market for 
federal grazing. 


b/ The National Grasslands fees are $2.86. 


Table V. Summary of estimated local economic impacts as 2 result 
of grazing fee increases under the minimum producer 
response model. Impacts are in percent of total county 
(and the state of Oregon) economy. 


Fee levels in dollars- 


State County $2.00 $4.00 $6.00 $8.00 
Arizona Gila(2.53)/a 0.07 0.07 — == 
California _ Modoc 0.08 0.33 0.58 0.83 
Colorado Gunnison 0.10 0.45 0.80 1.15 
Idaho Owyhee (7.98) / 0.62 2.69 4.76 6.81 
Montana Beaver head 0.24 1.04 1.84 2.64 
Nevada Elko(5.70)/a 0.08 0.33 0.55 — 
New Mexico Catron(6.26)/a 0.92 3.97 7.03 7.42 
Jorth Dakota Billings(2.86)/b — 1.20 3.30 5.41 
Oregon Harney(7.70)/a 0.43 1.88 3.33 4.55 
South Dakota Fall River(2.86)/b — 0.18 0.51 0.83 
Utah Millard 0.35 1.51 2.67 3.83 
Washington Garfield (6.67)/a 6.01 0.04 0.07 0.08 
Wyoming Sublette 0.44 3.81 3.37 4.84 
State of Oregon — (7.70) / 0.01 0.03 0405 0.07 


a/ Impacts of grazing fee rates are analyzed at rates below or equal 
to state private lease rates shown in parenthesis or at $8.00 
per AUM, whichever is smaller. This assumes that if the grazing 
fee were to be increased to higher than the state average (or at 
$8.00 per AUM), most users would drop out of the market for 
federal grazing. 


b/ The National Grasslands fees are $2.86. 


Table VI. Summary of estimated total local economic impact as 4 result 
grazing fee increases under the herd adjustment response 
model in 1982 dollars. 

Fee levels in dollars 
State County $2.00 $4.00 $6.00 $8.00 

Arizona Gila(2.53)/a 548382 960316 — — 

California Modoc 72917 289399 464328 608718 

Colorado Gunnison 122058 482997 779836 1012574 

Idaho Owyhee (7.98)/a 418992 1601067 2558435 3287353 

Montana Beaverhead 184759 728839 1181059 1519038 

Nevada Elko(5.70)/a 198814 760979 1127502 — 

Hew Mexico Catron(6.26)/a 188113 721680 1087361 1124854 

North Dakota Billings(2.86)/b — 174292 432975 615358 

Oregon Harney(7.70)/a 435370 1629450 2631616 3292961 

South Dakota Fall River(2.86)/b — 150815 381122 570892 

Utah Millard 261839 1017320 1670556 2193631 

Washington Garfield (6.67)/a 2665 9979 16173 19038 

Wyoming Sublette 220912 885874 1429503 1820525 

State of Oregon -—(7.70)/a 2632627 9866725 11109759 20410102 


a/ Impacts of grazing fee rates are analyzed at rates below or equal 
to state private lease rates shown in parenthesis or at $8.00 
This assumes that if the grazing 
fee were to be increased to higher than the state average (or at 


per AUM, whichever is smaller. 


$8.00 per AUM), most users would drop out of the market for 


federal grazing. 


b/ The National Grasslands fees are $2.86. 


Table VII. Summary of estimsted perentage local economic impacts as a 
result cf grazing fee increases, under the herd adjustment 
response model. Impacts are in percent of total county 
(and the state of Oregon) economy. 


— Fee levels in ü 

State County $2.00 $4.00 86.00 $8.00 
Arizona Gila(2.53)/a 0.27 0.47 — —— 
California Modoc 0.13 0.51 0.82 1.08 
Colorado Gunnison 0.17 0.68 1.10 1.43 
Ida bo Owyhee (7.98) / 1.16 4.42 7.07 9.08 
Montana Beaverhead 0.38 1.50 2.43 3.12 
Nevada Elko(5.70)/a 0.16 0.61 0.90 — 
New Mexico Catron(6.26)/a 1.47 5.65 8.51 8.81 
Korth Dakota Billings(2.86)/b = 1.89 4.69 6 .66 
Oregon Harney(7.70)/a 0.76 2.83 4.37 5.72 
South Dakota Fall River(2.86)/b — 0.29 0.73 1.09 
Deah Millard 0.61 2.36 3587 5.09 
Washington Garfield (6.67)/a 0.02 0.06 0.09 0.11 
Wyoming Sublette 0.69 2.76 4.45 5.67 
State of Oregon — (7. 70% 0.01 0.05 0.08 0.10 


a/ Impacts of grazing fee rates are analyzed at rates below or equal 
to state private lease rates shown in parenthesis or at $8.00 
per AUM, whichever is smaller. This assumes that if the grazing 
fee were to be increased to higher than the state average (or at 
$8.00 per AUM), most users would drop out of the market for 
federal grazing. 


b/ The National Grassiauds fees are $2.86. 


q 


in a $3,292,961 (or 5.72 percent) loss in local personal income. The 
relative impact on a statewide basis, although small on a percentage basis, 


„10 percent, amounts to a total of $20,410,102 in Oregon. 


SUMMARY 


The purpose of this report was to estimate local economic impacts of 
hypothetical grazing fee increases obtained using a secondary input/output 
model (IMPLAN) developed by the Forest Service. It was decided to estimate 
the impacts of grazing fee changes with IMPLAN models because they are 


relatively inexpensive and accessible. 


When IMPLAN was compared to impacts estimated throughout the West using 
primary data models, the IMPLAN estimates were greater in almost every 
instance. These results should, therefore, be considered the maximum 


economic impacts that may take place. 
5 


The local economic impact of a federal grazing fee increase varies from 
community to community depending on several factors. Some of these include: 
the degree of dependency of the livestock sector on federal grazing in the 
area, the size of the livestock paid in relation to total economic 


vr 


activity, and the economic diversification of the local economy. = 


When ranchers are assumed to reduce their use of federal grazing in 
response to grazing fee increases, the percent change in a county’s economy 


ranges from 4 low of .02 percent in Garfield County, Washington to a high of 


17 


1.47 percent in Catron County, New Mexico at a fee increase of $.60 per AUM 
(from $1.40 to $2.00). At a much larger fee increase (from $1.40 to $8.00), 
the percentage change in the county’s economy ranges from a low of 11 
percent for Garfield County, Washington to a high of 9.08 percent in Owyhee 
County, Idaho. In a large diversified economy, such as the state of Oregon, 
the percentage change in the economy, as a result of a federal grazing fee 
increase to the maximum considered ($7.70), is about .10 percent. Similar 
impact estimates can be carried out for any county or group of counties in 


the West. 


Input / out put analysis uses static models that may not represent changes 
that can take place in a community as industries and supporting services are 
scaled down. For example, it may be difficult to reduce a hospital below a 
certain size without damaging the services it provides. There may be other 
social and cultural impacts that take place in a community resulting from 


economic changes. No attempt is made to analyze such impacts. 
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APPENDICES 


Livestock dependency on Federal grazing for the 
Western states. 


County income, livestock numbers, and livestock 
dependency on Federal grazing by counties in the 
Western states. 

Triangular distribution. 

Private leasing rates by states. 

Estimated impacts on local income and employment 
of a change in the Federal grazing fee 


(application of the Forest Service IMPLAN I/0 
system to 13 Western Counties). 
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APPENDIX I. Federal Grazing Dependencies and Livestock Dependencies 
for The Western States (1982) 


aS —¼” . ̃ĩ75˖——ꝗ[ .. ̃ ⅛. 


Oc 


17 Permits d Paid Percent 7 7 ed F Lope tee see! Cows 8 be 3 
State Type- ’ 0 Type Active Us Non-us Percent Us edera 8 t pendent on 
AUM an' Used 7 Sold rie ww) Federal Grazing 
n Stat 
Arizona (NF) 1,396,981 1,235,903 82 Total 529,839 134.599 75 1,765,742 5,538,294 32 
ieee 15) 143,998 5,488 96 
Sect 3) 385,841 129,101 67 
california (NFS) 605,377 §54,325 92 Total 364 ,081 46,943 87 918, 406 17.832, 852 5 
(NF) 601,806 550,750 92 eet 15) 132.632 1,339 99 
: (LUP) 3,571 3,571 100 Sect 3) 231,449 45,604. 90 
colorado NFS) 1,136,175 1,016, 766 89 
NF 960, 300 643,733 88 Total 502,921 184, 584 59 1,519,709 16,301,666 9 
NG 175,860 173,040 98 Sect 15) 55,185 2,407 96 
: (LUP) 15 15 100 Sect 3) 447,736 182,177 59 
Idaho (NFS) 961,911 612,753 84 Total 1,151,140 244,501 79 1,963,893 12,075, 660 16 
(NF) 933,274 790,876 85 881 15) 36,675 2.752 92 
NG) 28 ,637 21,857 76 Sect 3) 1.114,65 241.749 78 
Montana NF) 666,241 613,547 92 Total 1,017,612 873,008 92 
‘ Sect 15) 242,878 10. 386 96 1,725,059 27,278,838 8 
Sect 3) 868 ,734 76,922 9 
hevada (NF) 356,501 284,411 80 Total 1.692,37 448,895 73 1,976,848 5,240,232 38 
855 15) 43.406 43,406 100 
Sect 3) 1,649,031 448,895 73 
New Mexico (NFS) 987,790 803,214 81 Total 1,623,907 418,736 74 2,427,121 10.894.662 22 
(NF) 950,010 765,472 81 Sect 15) 238,180 7,80) 97 
(NG) 37 ,960 37,742 99 Sect 3) 1,385,727 410,935 70 
North Dakota (NFS) 565,843 510,193 90 510,193 16,546,418 3 
NF 280 140 50 
NG 565,560 510.053 90 
Oregon NFS) 600,617 531,166 88 Totel 963,434 62,983 93 1,494,600 12.353, 652 12 
NF 574,137 505,561 88 Sect 15) 93,773 4,587 95 
: (NG 26,680 25,625 96 Sect 3) 869 ,658 58, 396 93 
South Dakota NFS) 458.222 441,063 96 44) ,063 29,659,294 2 
NF 128.989 127,894 99 : 
NG 329,233 313,169 95 ‘ 
Uteh (NF 719,967 658,146 91 ‘ 
(Sect 3) 869 ,941 353.200 59 1,528 ,087 7,261,650 27 
Washington NF) 129,419 116,564 90 116.564 6,215,760 
Wyoming NFS) 784, 150 682,616 87 Total 1,694 ,809 441.769 14 2,379,427 14.860, 996 16 
10 621.022 521,333 84 Sect 15) 471,518 6,273 99 
NG 163,128 161,285 99 Sect 3) 1,223,291 435,496 64 


—— —— . —— —— 


Total 9,048,719 6,260,691 91 Total 10,504,118 2,423,526 77 18,764,809 181,106,000 10 


es © ee ee ‚— —ü— — — — —j—ͤ——ů̃ — — 


Vues = National Forest System. NF = National Forest. LUP = Land Utilization Projects. 
2/ «annual Grazing Statistical Use - Summary 1982,” USDA - U.S. Forest Service. 

Ve- eud lic Land Statistics - 1982," MSOI - BLM. 

4/1978 Census of Agriculture, U.S. Department of Commerce. One beef cow equals eighteen Aus. Five ewes equal one cow. 
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APPENDIX II. County income, livestock numbers, and livestock 


dependency on Federal grazing by counties in the Western states“ 


Arizona 
California 
Colorado* 
Idaho 
Montana 
Nevada 

New Mexico 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
South Dakota 
Utah 
Washington 
Wyoming 


Footnotes 


* 


*Best estimates available. The information provided on AUM’s per county 
was provided by the USFS and the BLM. The MSFS AUM’s do not include the 
National Grasslands nor the Land Utilization Projects. These county estimates 
are used for the impact analysis. For North Dakota and South Dakota, for 
Billings, and Fall River County, most of the federal grazing is on National 
gtasslands, therefore, the land area in relation to National grasslands area 
are used to estimate the federal AUM’s in the area. 


Reproduced from WP 
best available copy. Gi 
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ARIZONA 


Livestock Dependency on Federal Grazing by Counties 
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r MR Naod™: e / betete u“ porcent2! 58 

county Populat ton!! Capital! lecowe Cove?! Equivalents AUN’s Dependent AUM’s Depeadent Grazing 
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ace 52108. 3330. 1737386500. 32033. 13353. 18532. 2.174 46789, 3.463 63341. 
COCHISE 85686. 357/38. 491666270. 42523. 33. 28973. 3.781 71055. 9.272 100028. 
COCONINO 75008. S631. 422370050. 22343. 7260. 39100, 7.289 177213. 33,034 216313. 
SILA 37080. 3311. 204347880. 18254, 6. 6403. 1.948 200440. 60.983 206843. 
GRAHAM 22862. 4623. 105671030. 17157. 3. 43664. 13.238 37438. 16.65! 103102. 
GREEWLEE 11406. 6567. 74903202. 7991, 9. 44293. 30.759 73221. 32,237 119514. 
MARICOPA . 1509052, 7718. 11646863000. 22840. 7584, $7873, 10.568 77463. 14.145 135336. 
MOHAVE 55865. 6673. 372787130. 0. 0. 272571. 0.000 224, 0.000 272775. 
NAVAJO 67629. 4485. 303316070. 26226. 7942, 12869. 2.072 26893. 4,373 39762, 
Ina 531443, 7149. 37997286000. 0. 34. 22651. 2330. 330 33376, 3679,18 78047, 
PINAL 90918. 3326. 484229270. 19518. 1702. 29978. 7.773 26359. 6,888 36537, 
“SANTA CRUZ 20459, 3447. 111440170. 13210. 0. 0. 0.000 60819. 25.578 60819. 
YAVAPAI 68145. 6450, 439335230. 34635. 2494. $1385. 7,689 182908. 27.368 234293. 
YUNA 90554, 3691. 314437270. 3423. 2642. 31177. 46.863 0. 0,000 31177. 
TOTALS 2718213. 7043. 19144809112. 262377. 45306. 681487. 12,305 1058419. 19.111 1739908. 


Perc enc?! 
Federal 
Cra lag 

Dependent 


7.637 
13,052 
40,323 
62.931 
29.889 
82.996 
24.713 

0,000 
6.465 

9029. 307 
14.664 
25.570 
35.057 
46.863 


31.416 


income e Feder County 
Vederal ag e faccen oo 
Grestig civestock Livestock 
Ratie Rat le dee fe 
2662. 1,378 3669, 
4915. 2.349 11548, 
1953. 7.258 14172. 
988. 11,328 11171. 
1025. 3.380 5315, 
627. 14.939 9343, 
86057. 4.448 382818, 
1367. 0.000 0. 
7628. 1.164 8877. 
48479, 1445.319 70357148. 
8365. 2.639 22606. 
1832. 4,604 8434. 
1876. 6.310 11838. 
10052. 8.435 84793. 
11003. 3.635 62223. 


CALIFORNIA 


Livestock Dependency on Federal Grazing by Counties 
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rere eatꝰ/ Income te Federal Covaty 


r rr 
c Population! copitol! — Cove?! Bquiveleate AlM’s Dependent aun“ e Dependent Cres ag — — — — 
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ALAMEDA 1105379, 6557. 9434620500. 12488, 233. 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0 0,000 0. 0.000 740650. 
ALPINE 1097, 7669, 0412693, 473. 0, 0. 0,000 7766. 62,0861 7766. 62.081 1083, 11.173 12105. 
AMADOR 19314. 6968. 134966230, #436. 260, 347, 0.221 1110. 0.710 146, 0.731 72397. 0.168 15485, 
BUTTE 143851. 6708. 964952500, 13767. 1416, 11. 0,004 3103, 1.133 1. 1.1 107971. 0.203 63555. 
CALAVARAS 20710. 7132. 148117920.  1(€304. 322, 987. 0.506 1656. 0.850 2643. 1.57 36031. 0.24 13682. 
COLUSA 12791. 7280. 93118460, 7734. 2580, 208. 0,412 828. 0,446 1036. 0.558 87962. 0. 100 9028. 
CONTRA COSTA 636380, 9826. 6449589800, 0 216, 0. 0,000 0, 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 29859712. 
DEL WORTE 16217, 6287. 114330270. 1443. 18, 0. 0.000 3750. 14.238 3750. 14.218 30343. 2.563 78285. 
EL DORADO 85812. 7976. 684436510, 4072. 1077. 283, 0.220 6979. 3.423 7262. 3.643 94251. 1.016 93739. 
FRESNO 314621. 6962, 3593083800. 27991. 68205. 471, 0.081 20730. 3.377 21201. 3.658 169473. 0.659 111600, 
GLENN 21550, 6534, 1397500900, 14459, 7069. 25627, 6.613 2391. 0.617 28018. 7.230 4979, 1.301 6480. 
HUNBOL BT 108514. 68970. 747661460. 21816. 4203. 2633. 0.567 292%, 0.625 5584. 1.192 133883. 0.215 28733, 
IMPERIAL 92110, 380% 333066770, 3866. 8126. 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 38241, 
INTO 17875. 6987. 123032360. 10906, 0. 19271. 9.817 11879. 6.031 31130. 15,868 4014. 2.856 11465. 
KERN 403089, 6990. 2817572100. 38623. 27560. 35882. 4.691 14158. 1.188 70040. 3.977 40229. 1.058 42373. 
KINGS 73738. 3643. 4308651130, 3110. 4205, 1673. 1,011 0. 0.000 1695. 1.011 254189. 0.162 46233, 
LAKE 36366, 6292, 228014870. 2947, 287. 742, 1.287 3246. 3.42898 3988. 6.914 57381. 1.245 71413. 
LASSEN 21661. 6406. 138760360. 297046. 335. 153397, 28.986 22105. 4.177 175502. 33.163 791, 3.969 4720, 
LOS ANGELES 7477503. 8317. 621903972000. 5748. 3610, 261. 0.155 3193. 1.895 3434, 2.050 18007410. 0.369 6645693. 
MADERA 63116. 6361. 401480870. 23940, 1632. 618. 0.134 7140, 1.550 7738. 1.684 51731. 0.303 15688. 
MAR IM 222568. 12343. 2747156800. 3789. 19464, 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 107935. 
MARIPOSA 11108. 6676. 74157008. 10731. 69. 6393. 3.324) 233. 1.630 9828. 4,954 7545. 0.892 6728. 
MENDOCINO 646738. 6809. 434419040, 14335. 6631, 718, 0.190 2242. 0.594 2760. 0.784 133322. 0.141 21674, 
MERCED 134360. 6417, 863471520. 48883, 4677. 1072, 9.111 0. 0,000 1072. 9.111 805477. 0.020 16122, 
MODOC 8610, 6363. 36507430, 30636. 2307, 160. 0.017 73034. 7,664 73194, 7.681 772. 1.383 1067, 
MONO 8577. 68590. 73676430, 3688, 1691, 20361. 20.275 19868. 19.04 40249. 40.080 1831. 7.214 13206. 
MONTEREY 270444, 7496. 2177168200. 28481, 361. 36255, 6.935 7266. 1.390 43321. 8.325 30025. 1.499 74966. 
NAPA 99199. 8504, 843588290, 6896. 215. 3040, 2.375 0. 0.000 3040. 2.375 277496. 0.428 118631. 
WEVADA 316435. 7505. 387595720. 731. 501. 436. 0.572 2699. 3,543 HIS. 4.115 123638, 0.741 91587, 
ORANGE 1932709. 9569. 18494092000. 0. 11. 149, 73.231 13557. 787.152 1708. 862,404 10830713. 155.233 1681281091, 
PLACER 117247, 8167. . 957790740. 12720. 990. 32. 0.013 5092. 2.080 3124. 2.073 186928. 0.377 70476, 
PLUMAS 17540, 6857. 118900380. 7062, N. 498. 0.382 23017. 186.021. 23505. 18.403 5058. 3.312 16756. 
RIVERSIDE 663166. 7477. 4958492100. 8344, 6249, 1497, 0.569 4572. 1,738 6049. 2.307 917068. 0.415 339321. 
SACRAMENTO 783381. 7950. 6227878900. 20790. 1204, 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 280737. 
SAN BENITO 25003. 6208, 155231040. 20840, 0. 9269. 2.471 0. 0,000 9269. 2.471 16747. 0.445 7427 
SAN BERNARDINO 595016. 7093. 6348348400, 4308. 3811. 19217. 12.944 3345. 3.798 23562. 16.741 269434, 3,013 911913. 


SAW RIFEN 18461846. 7969. 14837050000. 8341. 125. 6814, 4.471 8274. 3.430 15008. 9.901 7903352. 1.782 1792545. 


CALIFORNIA (Continued) 


Livestock Dependency on Federal Grazing by Counties 
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l Tetel . of te. 2272 47 37 as eal Tete) Vedecel Federal AUM’s te loc to 
17 Per 17 county Beef, ! dee bur” Percent= rarer Percen vedere! Gresing Cres lag Livestock Livestock 
Cownt y Population— Copite— lacome Co Equivelente AU's Dependent AUH’s Dependent Cres ing Dependent Retio Ret te Ratio 
ee —ä—ä äöeö . . .ſöẽ—ſö.—ä. ä——'— 0 0 ä . LL wyꝙ ͥwꝛ 
SAN FRANCISCO 678974. 9267. 6272032000. 0. 0. 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 
SAN JOAQUIN 347342, 7019. 243779400. 2703. 7379. 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 6, 0.000 0. 0.000 75006. 
SAN LUIS OBISPO 155435. 7048. 1095505800. 36380. 1386. 19224. 2.813 4306. 0.637 237300 3.472 (46165. 0.623 28855. 
SAN MATEO 587329. 10668. 6265625700. 212. 178. 0. 0,000 0, 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 1848267. 
SANTA BARBARA 278694, 8409. 2311717800. 31463. 1132. 134, 0,023 15004 2.557 15138. 2.390 165919. 0.464 77058. 
SANTA CLARA 1275071. 9520. 12327075000. 12377. 90, 310. 0.136 0. 4,000 310. 0.136 39771210. 0.024 973167. 
SANTA CRUZ 188141, 8198. 1542379900. 1632. 38. 0. 0.000 0, 0.000 9 0,000 0, 0.000 912651. 
SHASTA 115715. 6791. 785820360. 11640, 429. 34760. 15.159 10975, 3.038 65733. 18.197 11754. 3.275 39156. 
STERRA 3073, 7120. 21879760. 0. 0. 283, 06.000 7042, 0.000 7323. 0,000 2987. 0,000 0. 
x SISKIYOU 39732, 6335. 259648620. 39198, 1234, 3839, 0.802 26839. 3.963 34678. 4.765 7487. 0.858 6422, 
SOLANO 235203. 7407. 1742148600. 8624, 6800, 0, 9.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 112951. 
SONOMA 279681, 8074. 2425618000. 14425, 9022. ‘= bes 0.015 0, 0.000 62. 0.015 39122871. 0.003 103451. 
’ STANISLAUS 265900. 7075. 1886560500. 36343. 567. 343. 0.052 0. 0,000 345. 0.052 5468291. 0.007 51110. 
SUTTER 52246. 7108. 371364360. 6850. 2860, 0, 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 9.000 0. 0.000 38246. 
TEHANA 38888. 6137. 238655650, 33142. 8841, 2192, 0.270 7952. 1.052 10144, 1.342 23527. 0.242 3685. 
TRINITY 11858. 6295. 74646110, 3330. 44, 2095. 3.168 7030. 16.630 9125. 13,798 8181. 2.484 20317. 
TULARE 2245738. 6040. 1484257500. 30539. 930. 2061. 0,364 32844. 3.795 34905, 6.158 42523. 1.108 47136, 
TVOLUMNE 33928. 6745. 228844360, 4864. 110. 1725, 1.927 11701. 13.293 13626. 15.220 - 16794, 2.740 46008. 
VENTURA 329174. 8030. 4249267200. 0. 1028. 23. 0.124 13287, 71.804 13310. 71.928 319265. 12.947 4133528. 
YOLO 113374, 7277. 6825022590. 7331. 3844, 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 90.000 73828. 
YUBA 49733. 3537. 275471080. 9947. 101. 30. 0.031 775. 0.429 831. 0.460 331416. 0.083 27416. 
TOTALS 23667902. 6302. 196302060631, 824723. 165989. 456667. 2.561 409344. 2.295 866011. 4.856 275995. 0.874 198344. 


COLORADO 


Livestock Dependency on Federal Grazing by Counties 


Percent?! loc to Federal Coumty 
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Be. of We. of Tetel Vederal ° 
dee Total e ofs/3/ 6 1% percent?! . eve Pederel AU's te lee to 


County Popelat tow!! capital! 5 — Covet! Bquivelente AU's Dependent  AUM’e Bependent Cresing ——— . thee N 
— ———— -¶—— D ..ſ:t ͤ—f—— är —ä—B —äfĩ—w — — —— —-¼ —yt. LLL 
ab 245944, 7259. 178530000. 10839, 182, 0. 0.000 0. 06,000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 161991. 
BL 5 11799, 34694, 67183506. 6758. 1120. In. 0.798 1120. 0.790 2231. 1.587 29847. 0.286 8528. 
ARAPAHOE 293621. 10192. 2992585200. 3470. 234, 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 303163. 
ARCHULETA 3664. 3330. 20335200, 4819. 176» 647, 0.720 25998. 28.915 26645. 29.635 763. 3.334 - 4071. 
BACA S419, 3407, 30384333, 24720, 48, 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 l 0. 0,090 0. 0.000 1227. 
BENT 5743. 3011. 34346393, 146646. 413. 167. 0.034 9. 0.000 167. 0.054 206843. 0.010 2002. 
BOULDER 189625. 8609. 1632272000. 3040. 206. 140. 0.148 2303. 2.435 2443. 2.583 668107, 0.465 310676. 
CHAFFEE 13227, 6244. 82589388. 3968. 18, 1488, 2.074 3106. 7.117 6594. 9.491 12525, 1.654 20720. 
CHE YENWE 2153. 3663. 12192439, 13228. 0. 24. 0.0079 0. 0.000 24. 0.007 308018. 0.002 801. 
CLEAR CREEK 7308, 9393. 68644044, - 0. 0. 4%, 0.000 2073, 0.000 2122. 0.000 32354. 0.000 0. 
CONE JOS 7794, 3283. 25603270, 20673. 3073. 12662, 2.732 12018. 2.593 24680. 3.325 1037. 0.39 994, 
S COSTILLA 3071, 3480. 11301280, 4727. 731. 0. 0.000 0 0,000 0. 0.000 0 0.000 2063. 
CROWLEY 2788, 4675, 13968900. 7718. 0. 472. 0.331 0. 0,000 472. 0.351 29595. 0.060 1764. 
CUSTER 1328. S331. 8145768. 3360. 0 101. 0.401 1852, 1.85! 2253. 2.232 3613. 0.403 1465. 
DELTA 21223. 3317. 117140770, 16311. 3427. 17151. 4.780 17921. 4.994 35074. 9.773 3340. 1.759 3875. 
DENVER 492365. 8356. 4212674900. 0. 0 0 0,000 0 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 
DOLORES 1658, 3381. 8921698. 20%. 0. 4713. 9.190 22079, 43.054 26792. 32.244 333. FP. 404 3132. 
DOUGLAS 25153. 10522. 264659860, 6033. 34. 0. 0.000 2016. 1.840 2016. 1.640 31311. 0,351 43480, 
EAGLE 13320, 9888. 131708160. 6896. 2541. 17075. 6.274 28356. 13.774 45431. 22.068 2897. 3.972 11516. 
ELBERT 6850. 6940, 47339000. 21433. 38, 0, 0,000 0, 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 2214. 
EL PASO 309424. 702% 2174941200. 18425. 59. 4 0.013 1434 0.426 1478. 0.440 1471424. 0.079 116407, 
FREMONT 28676. S901. 169217070. 6082, J. 20914, 18.970 1132. 1.027 22046. 19.997 7676. 3.599 27627. 
GARFIELD 22314. 7722. 173853100. 16717. 34862 64024, 17.606 24766. 6.810 88790, 24.416 1958. 4.393 8605. 
’ GILPIN 2441. 7920, 19332720, 103. 0. 3153. 15.634 602. 18.270 1117, 33,904 1731. 6.103 103643. 
GRAND 7473. 7768. 30063800. 12353. 279. 16942, 7.451 8682. 3.818 23624, 11.270 2266. 2,029. 4597. 
GUNNTSON 10687. 6630. 70868070. 23200, 25538,  J8785. 8.408 79323. 17.132 118510. 23.561 398, 4,601 2751. 
HINSDALE 408. 7806. 3184848, 326. 0. 7111. 121.163 32705. 357.550 39816. 678.532 90. 122.136 9769, 
HUERF ANO 6440, 3157. 33223960, 12131. 64. 2218, 1.010 1583. 0.721 380i. 1,732 8741, 0.312 2724. 
JACKSON 1863. 6844, 12787632. 20852. 60. 23311. 6.724 17199. 4.569 42510. 11.293 301. 2.033 611. 
JEFFERSON 371753. 9469, 1 20127100. 2751. 13. 0. 0.000 1424, 2.669 1424. 2.669 2472140, 0.480 1187628. 
KIOWA 1936. 6452. 12491072. 13040. 212. 270, 0.122 0. 0.000 290. 0.122 43075. 0.022 943, 
KIT CARSON 7399. 3950. 43214030. 24473, 228. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 1830. 
LAKE 8830. 7733. 68282390, 0. 0. 188, 0.000 1767, 0,000 1935. 0.000 34953. 0,000 0. 


LA PLATA 27424, 6728. 184508670. 14175. 1488, 1792, 0.636 24598, 8.725 26390, 9.360 6992. 1.685 Ide. 
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1e Tetel . of We. of 345, 47 27 as 27 Total Deere! Federal AU's te econ co 
1 Por , ! Covaty Beef 2/ Shoep—' — bade. Percent abr Percen Federal Cresing Geestag Livestock Livesteck 
Covaty Populetion— Cepite- lacome Cowe— Equivalents Ane dependent auοh, Dependent Grasing Dependent dat 10 det 1 Ratio 
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A dn is. 7458. 1112614700. 19155. 117. 3211. 90.8 103%. 2.866 13560. 3.480 82032. 0.662 8930. 
LAS ANINAS 14897, 3110. 76123670. 29718. 33. 336. 0.063 231. 0.047 387, 0.110 129700. 0.020 2857. 
LINCOLN 4663. 6357. 29642691, 23333. 22. 397, 0.094 0. 0,000 397, 0.094 74667. 0.017 1268, 
LOGAN 19800. 6600. 130680000. 26840. 448, 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0.600 4769, 
At 5A 81530. 7167. 3843235310. 25863, 4050. 62911. 11,684 $7430. 10,666 120341. 22. 350 4056. 4.023 19334, 
MINERAL 804. 7104. 5711616. 0. 0. 0. 0.000 24082. 0,000 24082, 0.000 23). 0.000 0. 
MOFFAT 13133. 8003. 105103390. 17313. 13595. 175271. 29,420 2156. 0.362 177427. 29.781 592. 3,361 3176. 
MONTEZUMA 16510. 39643. 98449130. 13132. 732, 13592. 4.750 15216. 3.322 28798. 10.072 19. 1.813 6198. 
MONTROSE 24352. 6379. 135341400. 21316. 8733. 29286. 3.414 31834, 5.886 61120. 11.300 2347. 2.034 5170. 
NORGAN 22513. 6431. 144781100, 22345. 107. 87, 0.022 0. 0.000 97. 0.022 1664131. 0,004 6448, 
OTERO 22367. 3123. 113410740, 11864. 200. 275. 0.127 0. 0,000 275. 0.127 420403. 0,023 9583, 
NaN 1923. 4770. 13032250. 6977, 278. 1994, 1.997 12662. 7,601 14656. 8.798 R69, 1.384 1408. 
PARK 5333. 7073. 378637635. 3211. 0. * 4099, 4.370 9219. 9.828 13318. 14.198 2841. 2.556 7261. 
PHILLIPS 4342, 6344. 26814448, 4689, 225. 0. 0.000 0. 6.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 5864. 
PITKIN 10338. 12054. 124614250, 1829, 8. 2878. 8.704 23119. 69.919 25997. 79.623 4793. 14.152 67836, 
PROWERS 13070, 3641. 73727870, 21321. 1310. 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 3227. 
PUEBLO 125972, 6669. 340107260. 16311. 212, 1738. 0.377 371. 0.123 2109. 0.701 399291. 0.126 50237. 
RIO BLANCO 6255. 7679. 48032145, 13952. 4335, 117979. 32.308 17324. 40799 133503. 37.107 334, 6.679 238, 
RIO GRANDE 10511. 5448. 37263928. 9004, 1652. 3517. 1.935 11096. 95.785 14615. 7.619 3918, 1.371 3374, 
ROUTT é 13404, 8972. 120260680. 13821. 3642. 14568. 4.158 30149: 6,606 44717. 12.764 2689, 2.298 617. 
SAGUACHE 3933. 4504. 17723240. 18998. 810. 23473, 6.583 44248. 12.410 67721. 18.994 262. 3.449 995. 
SAN JUAN 833. 6061. 3048813. 0. 0. 2302. 0,000 10194. 0.000 12496. 0.000 404. 0.000 0. 
SAN ATGUEL 3192. 6346. 20236432. 4220, 3284, 23603. 18.957 17403. 12.884 43008. 31.641 471. J. 73] 2699, 
SE DGWICK 3266, S913. 19311858, 0. 17. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 113592. 
SUAATT ; 8848. 10152. 89824896. 1037. 0. 101. 0.541 3870. 20.732 397i. 21.273 22621. 3.829 86620. 
TELLER 9034. 7052. 36635768. 1771. 0. 1662. 5.211 1773. 63.625 3453. 10.837 16397, 1.951 3171. 
WASHINGTON 3304. 3734. 30519216. 24630, 213. 0. 90.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 1228, 
WELD 123438. 6505. 802964190. 66705. 3687, 20. 0.002 0. 0.000 20. 0.002 40148209, 0.000 11092. 
YUNA 9682, S958, « - 57685556. 46049. 274, 8. 0,001 0. 0.000 8. 0.001 7210670. 0.000 1245. 


TOTALS 2889964. 7999. 23115886895. 827628. 78009. 719758. 4.415 639226. 3.921 1358984. 8.337 17010. 1.501 25524, 
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federal! Count 
708 8 A ee e — — küren: 

— — capital! * Cove?! Equivelente ane Dependent ene Bependent Cresing Dependent — 8 vais” 
i LLL LLL 433 
ADA 170%. 7749. 1340855900, 14587. 220, 12395. 4.650 80. 0.030 12475. 4.680 107487. 0.842 90343, 
ADAMS 3347, 3873. 19636931, 3372. 432. 6929, 14.362 10890. 6.856 17819. 11.210 1103. 2.019 2228. 
BANNOCK 65421. 6692, 437797330, 10130. 1138. 9169, 4.523 10420, 5.129 19609, 9.651 22326. 1.737 36784. 
BEAR LAKE 6931. 3442, 37718302, 14431, 1386. 6272. 2.206 17677, 6.217 23949. 8.422 1375. 1316 2388, 
BEWEUAH 8292. 6484, 33765328. 07. 0. 11. 0.021 331. 0.471 362. 0.672 148572. 0.124 18493. 
BINGHAR 36467, 3133. 188100770. 30764, 6822, 43565. 6.439 0, 0,000 43563. 6.47 318. 1.157 3003. 
BLAINE 9841, 7992. 78649272. 11071. 6841. 69721. 20.678 26255. 7.787 95976. 28.465 819. 3.124 4199, 
BOISE 2999, 6308, 18917692, 204. 7. 3631. 10.459 16583. 30.802 22214. 41.261 852. 7.427 6323. 
BONNER 24163. 313. 128426340. 4624. 102. 20. 0.162 1624 1341 1844, 1.523 (7652. 0.274 19094, 
BONNEVILLE 65980. 6568. 433356640. 13433. 1344, 4380. 1.450 368897, 12.216 41269, 13.666 10301. 2.460 | 25830. 
BOUNDARY 7289, 4958. 36138862, 32%. 81. 4. 0.007 1612. 2,689 1616. 2.695 22369. 0.485 10833. 
BUTTE 3342, 3484, 18327528, 13860, 1646. 48793, 17.482 10661. 3,820 59454, 24.301 308. 3.834 1182, 
CM 818. 3861. 4794298. 7175. 0. 8459, 6.550 17287. 13.307 25748. 19.937 186. 3.589 668. 
CANYON 83756. S761. 482518310, 22171. 393. 200. 0.031 90. 0.000 208, 0.051 2319800. 0.007 21195. 
CARIBOU 8695. S798. 50413610, 14176. 3651. 9645. 3.002 34113. 10.617 43758. 13.621 1132. 2.452 2825. 
CASSIA 19427, 3243. 101874610. 30262, 2998. 33381. 8.916 21098. 3.524 74479. 12.440 1368. 2.239 3064, 
CLARK 798, 4591. 34663618. 8650. 3616. 3777. 24.176 18066. 8.183 71443. 22.336 351. 5.824 297, 
CLEARWATER 10390, 6612. 68698680. 2783. 0. 121. 0.223 1022, 1.903 1143, 2.127 60102, 0.383 23030. 
CUSTER 3383, 3237. 17727243. 24728. 1127, 31637. | 11.095 82449, 17.716 134086. 26.811 132. 5.186 686, 
ELMORE 21363. S324, 114812060. 20246. 1962. 83961. 21.004 19708. 4.980 103869. 25.984 1105, 4.677 5170. 
FRANKLIN 6875, 4771. 42438043, 4007. 290, 2094. 2.281 8527. 9.291 10621. 11.572 3996, 2,083 8323, 
FREMONT 10813. 4724, 31080612, 7720. 2243. 20223. 9.390 26540. 12.323 46763. 21.713 1072. 3.908 4269, 
GEN 11972, 3801. 69449572. 13053. 233. 14171. 3.72 11%. 0.77 13340, 6.403 4527. 1132 3210. 
GOODING 11874, 3353. 63561522. 21621. 3830. 31620, 6.399 0. 0.000 31620, 6.399 2010. 1.152 2015. 
IDAHO 14769. 3873. 86738337, 24937, 1583. 4174, 0.874 48001. 10.036 52175. 10.30 1662. 1.7 3271. 
JEFFERSON 13304, 4377. 70046408, 21686. 2196. 25582, 3.731 0 0.000 25592. 3.751 2738. 1.071 2933, 
JEROME 14840. 3638. 83667920, 12624 1307. 31673. 12.460 0 06,000 31693, 12.460 2640, 2.24 3921, 
KOOTENAI 59770. 6346. 379300420, 3102. 40. 167, 0.180 192. 0.207 339. 0.388 1057254. 0.070 73763. 
LATAH 26749, 6441. 185172300, 6468. 80. 38. 0.032 965. 0.819 1003. 0.851 184633. 0.153 28277. 
LEMHI 7460, 3363. . , 40514900, 31838. 1112. 72373. 12.313 30967. 9.67 123344. 20.988 7. J.779 1272. 
LEWIS 4118. 3782. 23810276. 46979, 0. 386. 0.456 0, 0.000 386. 0.456 61685. 0,082 5067. 
LINCOLN 3436, 4053. 16674908. 7783. 321. 73484. 39.620 0, 0,000 73484. 39,620 227. 7.132 1618, 
MADISON 19480, 4098. 79829040, 7317. 16. 1607. 1.183 2071. 1542 3699. 2.727 21587. 0.4% 10597. 
MINIDOKA 19718. 3368, 105846220, 3337. 4135. 28011. 13.307 0 0000 28011. 13. 307 3777. 2.5 9051, 
N PERCE 33220. 6990. 232207800. 11347. 46, 1038. 0.497 0. 0,000 1038, 0.497 223707. 0.090 20030. 
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Percent=' feeowe to Vederal County 


, tncone beets: le 1 out! percent?’ r peccest — crating phe 1 1 

Cowaty Pepulet ion”! Capital! Leco Cove?! Rquivalente AUH’e Dependent aue Dependent Cros las Dependent Ratio Ret ie Ratio 

eS ae — ¶ 
OWE IDA 3258. 4353. 14182074. 13628. 368. 66543, 22.800 7848. 2.689 74391. 25.489 191. 4.588 875. 
OVTHEE 9272. 4377. 36206544, 43577, 1587. 3/2322. 45.799 0. 0.000 372322, 45.799 97, 8.244 802. 
PAYETTE 13722. 3074. 79773428. 8381. 511. 8469. 3.271 0. 0.000 8469. 3.271 9419. 0.952 8971. 
POVER 6844, 3771. 40865524. 9489, 200. 11767. 6.748 2158. 1.238 13527. 7.986 2934. 1.437 4218, 
SHOSHONE 19226, 6531. 123565000. 303. 0. 68. 1.247 6183. 113,371 6251. 114.618 20986. 20.631 414406, 
TETON 2897. 4297. 12448409, 3781. 412. 14779. 1.327 4433. 3.997 5934. 6.324 2098. 0.958 2010. 
TWIN FALLS 32727. 6405. 338997430. 42887, J371, 92944. 11.163 4980, 0.598 97924. 11.761 3462, 2.117 7328. 
VALLEY 5604. 6615. 37070460. 3030. 16. 326. 0.357 4181, 45.340 41507. 43.67 993. 6.226 7347, 
WASHINGTON 8803. 3112. 45000936. 18455. 2302. 35898. 9.516 2795. 0.741 38693, 10.257 1163. 1.846 2147, 
TOTALS 943935, 6248. 3897681631. 605859. 65011. 1364400, 11.299 333021. 4.431 1899421, 15.729 3105. 2.831 8791. 
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BEAVERHEAB 8186. 57%. 40696514, 84962, 3591. 86472, 5.425 69287, 5.602 175759. 11.027 27. 1.5 550. 
BIGHORN 11096, 4837. 33893272, 32286. 372. 4732. 0.499 0. 0.000 4732. 0.499 11%. 0.00 1020. 
BLAINE 6997, 3033. 35239765. 43217. 837. 73191, 8.829 -0- 0.000 73171. 8.829 401. 1.589 763. 
BROADWATER 3267, 3593. 18272331. 15147. 177. 8068, 2.921 6312. 2.283 14380. 3.200 1271. 0.937 1171. 
CARBON 8097. 3729. 46391072. 7337. 2292, 14672, 2.575 38217. 6.708 S291. 9.284 877. 1.671 1466. 
CARTER 1797. 3102, 9178498. 34654, 10685. 73450. 11.400 11787, 1.438 105237, 12.838 87, 2.311 202. 
CASCADE 80696, 695% 361563460, 44281. 1301, 2032. 0.248 4806. 0.586 6838. 0.833 92121. 0.150 12320, 
CHOUTEAU 6092, 7524, 43836208, 3011S. 206. 1431]. 2.623 624, 0.151 13139. 2.774 3028. 0.499 1312. 
CUSTER 13109, 4314. 835392026. 43236. 1391. 68344, 6.140 0 0.000 68344. 9.140 1249, 1.463 1831. 
DANIELS 2835, 4006. 17027010, 11473. 363. 20, 0,009 0. 0.000 20, 0,009 831331. 0.002 1415, 
DAWSON 11805, 6649, 7B491445. 2705. 433. 12187. 2.773 0, 0.000 12187. 2.793 6441. 0.503 3238, 
8 DEER LODGE 12318. 4220. 77861960, 297. 0, 308. 0.190 7821. 6.063 10127. 6.233 7687, 1.126 8652. 
FALLONW 3763, 6589, 24794407, 23020. 488, 29527, 6.978 0. 0.000 27527. 6.978 840. 1.256 1055. 
FERGUS 13076. 3639, 73735364. 62624. 18646. .356763. 4.891 2548. 0.220 39311. 3.111 1243. 0.920 1144, 
FLATHEAD 31966. 6695. 771270. 13664, 180, 0, 0.000 2144, 0.860 2144, 0.860 162270. 0.155 23131. 
GALLATIN 42865. 6459. 276865030. 346948. 1271. 1155. 0.168 9645. 1.402 10800, 1.570 25635. 0.283 7244, 
GARFIELD 1636. 3479. 9106344, 34316. 6797. 92687, 12.464 0. 0,000 92687, 12.464 98. 2.244 220. 
GLACIER 10628. 3362. 36987336. 21783. 90. 277. 0.070 767. 0.194 1046. 0.264 54477, 0.048 2892. 
GOLDEN VALLEY 1026, 4473. 4591350. 11237. 1012. 162. 0.073 636. 0.289 798. 0.3062 5750. 0.065 375. 
GRANITE 2700. 3945. 13781500. 19740, 104, 3078. 0.867 18672. 3.227 21770, 6.095 723. = 1.097 775. 
HILL : 17985. 6972. 125391420. 18601. 171, 1717, 0,508 0. 06.000 1717. 0.508 73027. 0.071 6680, 
JEFFERSON 7027. 6324, 44451396. 13781. 181, 9205. 3.164 16142. 6.236 27547. 9.400 1623. 1.62 2750. 
JUDITH BASIN 2646, 3870. 13532020. 27363. 760, 1324. 0.244 7983. 1,472 7307. 1.716 1667. 0.309 316. 
LAKE 19056. 5410, 103092960. 30874. 402. 0. 0.000 167. 0.030 167. 0.030 416270. 0.005 3288, 
LEWIS ANB CLARK 43039, 7264. 312635270. 24863. 1510. 6162, 1.298 27046. 3.677 33208, 6.5 7411. 1.2375 . 11854. 
LIBERTY 2327. 6897. 16063113. 8313. 0. 3006. 1.762 0 06.000 3006. 1.962 5344, 0.353 1687, 
LINCOLN 17732. 3761. 102267270. 4007. 0. 0. 0.000 3321. 11.331 5321. 11.331 12270. 2.076 25310. 
NC COWE 2702. 4746. 12823692, 21265. 2590. 38987. 9.080 0. 0.000 30997. 9.080 327. 164 538. 
MADISON 3448. 3383. 30427080. 36732. 2255. 30600, 2.872 44486. 4.176 73086. 7.048 403. 1.267 51⁴4. 
MEAGHER 2134. 3850. 12607516. 27767. 773, 2037. 0.30 12887. 2.1 14924, 2.985 945. 0.517 439, 
MINERAL 34675. 3753. * 21877275, 790, 14. 0. 0.000 1838, 12,701 1838. 12.701 11703. 2.286 27211. 
MISSOULA 76016. 7256. 351572090. 0. 123. 103705. 468.056 1650. 74.542 105355, 4759.59 5235. 856.548 44843286. 
MUSSEL SHELL 4428. 3347, 23676516. 16389, 1722. 26902. 8.222 0. 0.000 26802, 8.222 883. 1,480 1307, 
PARK 12660, 4607. 83644620. 34316, 571. 1598. 0.254 16675. 2.659 18293. 2,913 4372, 0.524 2398, 
PETROLEUM 653. 3502. 3603810, 14914, 932. 68226. 24.072 90. 0.000 68226, 24.072 53. 4. N 22. 


PHILLIPS 5367, S159, 27688353. 47479. 1485. 181804. 20,628 0 0. 000 181804. 20.629 152. J.713 345. 
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Couaty Population Cette Incowe Cove= Rquivelente AUN°s Dependent aun Dependent Crasing Dependent Ratio Ratio nat 10 
FONDERA 6731. 6661. 44835191. 16465. 471. 156. 9.031 2862. 0.939 3018. 0.990 14855. 9.178 2647. 
“POWDER RIVER 2320. 6523. 16437960. 40289. 2463. 60398. 7.849 44870. 3.831 105268. 13.677 136. 2.462 384, 
POWELL 6958. 3662. 39396196. 26539, 402, 2541. 0.524 9441, 1.947 11982, 2.471 3288. 0.445 1462. 
PRAIRIE 1836. 4288, 7872768. 19058. 499. 108584. 30,845 0. 0.000 108584. 30.845 73. 3.532 403. 
RAVALLI 22493, 3679. 12715250. 222865. 1273. 0. 0.000 3561. 1.407 5961. 1.407 2135. 9.253 340, 
RICHLAND 12243, 6897. 84439971, 24937, 1974, 13698, 2,828 0. 0,000 13698, 2,828 6164. 0.509 3138. 
ROOSEVELT 10467. 3741. 60071047. 20748. 447, 1216. 0.319 9. 0.000 1216. 0.319 49417. 9.057 2035. 
ROSEBUD 9897, 6180. 61175820. 41340. 1921. 34640, 4.438 12640, 1.627 47280. 6,085 1294, 1.095 1417, 
SANDERS 8675. 3522. 47903350. 15194, 66. 0, 0.000 2801. 1.020 2801. 1.020 17103. 0.184 3139, 
SHERI DAN 3414. 6779. 36701506. 14853. 148, 60, 0.022 0. 0,000 60. 0.022 611692. 0.004 2443, 
SILVER BOW 38092. 6547. 249388320. 0. 14, 2133, 846.429 8776. 3482.571 10909. 4329.000 22861. 779.220 17813451. 
STILLWATER 3598. 3582. 31248036. 27240. 1775. 905. 0.173 24576. 4.706 25481. 4.879 1226. 0.878 1077. 
SWEET GRASS 3216. 5689. 18295824. 25197. 2904. 2757. 0.545 14043. 2.776 16800. 3.321 1089. 0.598 651. 
IE TON 6491, 6070. 39400370, 30679. 1358. 1346, 0.233 6308. 1.094 7654. 1,327 5148, 0.239 1230. 
TOOLE 5537. 6659. 37017381, 0, 392. 4588. 65.023 0. 0.000 4588. 65.023 8068. 11.704 94432. 
TREASURE 981. 3307. 3206167. 13445, 0. 1877. 0.776 0. 0.000 1877. 0.776 2774. 0.140 387, 
VALLEY 10250. 6187. 63416730. 44623. 317. 145272. 17.878 0. 0.000 145272. 17.878 437. 3.218 1405. 
WHEATLAND 2359. 3636. 13295324. 208651, 23530. 477. 0.113 1377. 0.327 1854. 0.441 7171. 0.077 567. 
WIBAUX 1476. 4908, 7244208. 1399. 286. 4635. 2,204 0. 6,000 4635. 2.204 1363. 0.397 620. 
YELLOWS TONE 108035. 7600. 821046000. 30976, 1038. 13004. 2.237 0. 9.000 13004, 2.257 63139. 0.406 25647. 
YELLOWSTONE WAT PK 275. 6708. 1044700. 0. 0. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 
TOTALS 7846690, 6450. 5073970222. 1447634, 67857. 1434941, 5.260 468341. 1.717 1903282. 6.977 2666. 1.236 gin 3348, 
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County 


CHURCHILL 


CLARK 
DOUGLAS 
ELKO 
ESMERALDA 
EUREKA 
HUMBOLDT 

uo LANTER 

™ LINCOLN 
LYOK 
MINERAL 
NYE 
PERSHING 
STOREY 
WASHOE 
WHITE PINE 
CARSON CITY 


TOTALS 


13917, 
463087, 
19421. 
17269, 
777. 
1198, 
9434, 
4076, 
3732, 
13594, 
6217. 
9046. 
3408. 
1503. 
193623, 
8167. 
32022. 


800493. 


Populatton!/ Capite— 


Lac oa 
Pert 1 / Covuaty 


6447, 
8257. 
10737. 
7263. 
7410. 
S313. 
6876. 
7234. 
5582, 
7061. 
6153. 
7169, 
6571. 
8167. 
9491, 
7079, 
6148, 


8453. 


Tetal 


lecome 


89722899, 
3824635500, 
208523270. 
125424740. 
3757370. 
6963974, 
64868184. 
29567304. 
20832024. 
95987234, 
38253201. 
64865112. 
22462128. 
12275001. 
1837675800. 
57814173. 
260915250, 


6766543384. 


Re. of 
Beef 
Cove2! 


14439, 
2247. 
8302, 

94625. 

0. 

16921, 

33668. 

13932, 
7382, 

20463, 

0. 
16497, 
12024. 

0. 
17861. 
13281, 

636. 


275278. 


7 7⁊77 

Cui ve leat e 
222. 75950. 
24. 1336, 
736. 13968. 
4327. 674823. 
0. 43650. 
1732. 130914, 
1120. 233993, 
0. 222422, 
0. 232496, 
2173. 41792. 
0. 35701. 
0. 237373. 
1627. 94632, 
0, 0. 
113. 60087. 
3550. 300659. 
0. 0. 
15846. 2399786, 


sunt! Percent 
AU's Dependent aun“ 


28.780 9. 
3,268 1226. 
8.586 1277. 

37.887 76801. 
0.000 667. 


38.537 3048, 
37,368 20212. 
88.4693 6257. 
170.337 2309. 
10.254 3780. 


0.000 3688, 
79,938 50419. 
36.380 0. 

0.000 0. 


18.572 1185. 
88.701 70294, 
0.000 184, 


45.795 245547. 


vers“ 


rot ol 


Percent! Pederel 
Dependent Cres lag 


0.000 
2.999 
0.786 
4,424 
0.000 
0,897 
3.228 
2.495 
1.692 
0.928 
0,000 
16.979 
0,000 
0,000 
0.366 
20.738 
1.604 


4.682 


75950. 
2562. 
15277. 
733824. 
44317, 
133960, 
254205. 
228679. 
234805, 
45562. 
41389, 
287/92. 
94632, 
0. 
61272. 
370953. 
184. 


2645135. 


Percent=! 


Federal 
Cres lag 
Dependent 


28.780 
6.268 
9.372 

42.311 
0.000 

39.433 

40.59% 

91.188 

172.049 

11.101 
0.600 

96.917 

36,380 
0.000 

18.939 

109.439 
1.604 


50.477 


Incowe te 
Vederal 
Cres fag 

Ratio 


1181. 
1492809, 
136786. 
166. 
130. 

32. 
255. 
127. 

89. 
2107. 
924. 
225. 
237. 

0. 
29992, 
156. 
1421107. 


2558. 


Federal 
AUM’s tuo 


Cowaty 
Incose to 


Livestock Livestock 


Ret ie 


9.180 
1.120 
1.687 
7.616 
0.000 
7,098 
7.307 
16.414 
30.969 
2.013 
0.000 
17.445 
6.548 
0.000 
3,499 
19.699 
0.289 


9.086 


kat 10 


6120. 
1684120, 


102241, 
3070, 
410244, 


22243. 


43 


J a —— SSS eee 


Covaty 


RERNALILO 
CATRON . 
CHAVES 


COLFAX 


CRN. 


DE BACA 
DONA ANA 
EDDY 
GRANT 
GUADALUPE 
HARDING 
HIDALGO 
LEA 
LINCOLN 
LOS ALAMOS 
LUNA 

WC KIMEY 
HORA 


OTERO 
QUAY 


ROOSEVELT 
SANDOVAL 


UMION 
VALENCIA 


TOTALS 


419700. 
2720, 
31103. 
13667. 
42019, 
2454, 
96340. 
47855. 
26204. 
4496, 
1090. 
6049. 
55993. 
10997. 
17599. 
13385. 
56449, 
4205. 
44665. 
10577. 
29282. 
13495. 
34799, 
81433, 
22751. 
73360. 
9454. 
12566. 
19456. 
7491. 
4725. 
61115. 


1302074. 


desc g 
ret 
Popolet tool! capie 


71. 
4675. 
3828. 


3315. 
3978. 


3187. 
3284. 
6037. 
3703. 
3850 0 
5267. 
3242. 
6921. 
6388. 
10442. 
470. 
4176. 
3404, 
3379, 
5561. 
3937, 
3180. 
3123. 
5814. 
3904, 
6855. 
4637. 
4469, 
4613. 
4671. 


3937). 


3850. 


6120. 


NEW MEXICO 


Livestock Dependency on Federal Grazing by Counties 


Tetel 
Couaty 
lecese 


2994979200, 
12770400. 


297828280. 


73373505. 
251189580. 


12728898, 
309060560. 
289857730, 
149441410, 

17309600, 

3741030. 

31708838. 
3875273530. 

70248834. 
1837468750. 

74652130, 
236860000, 

14313820, 
240233030. 

38818497, 
113283230, 

81300100. 
178273270. 
473431460, 

88819904. 
316592800, 

39201198, 

56137434, 

89750528, 


_ 33140281. 


28146825. 
337522750, 


7974073684, 


Be. of 
Beef 


Cove?! 


3823. 
18509. 
40092. 
22610. 
13381, 
16188. 

6948. 
16693. 
21342, 
16290, 
17384. 
23348. 
31617, 
21710. 

0. 
14028. 
18876, 

6877. 


26907, 
19460, 


539211, 


Moncey? /2/ aunt! Percent?! 

Geuivalente ane dependent 
0. 1971. 1.880 
8. 96339. 28.904 
13905. 240342. 23.844 
105. 10. 0,002 
388, 9. 0.000 
673. 9265. 3,033 
178. 111020. 67,585 
4016. 250546. 64.713 
7. 41131. 10.707 
4388. 12102. 2.965 
91. 47. 9.016 
90. 133070. 32.018 
1282, 64564. 10.837 
1161. 811042. 18,603 
0. 0. 0,000 
0. 100569. 39.829 
9538. 33523, 6.554 
99. 1623. 1.006 
2794. 147070, 36.057 
208, 30, 0,006 
1041. 64041. 14.704 
162. 946. 0.231 
136. 48923. 2450.962 
6807, 85990. 33.079 
33. 6723. 1.672 
72. 12386. 9.296 
21. 74305. 24948, 13 
333. 126217. 28.774 
629. 237533. 25.121 
1348. 7269. 2.013 
172. 30. 0.006 
2041, 32813. 13.646 
66048. 1899573. 17.436 


usvet! Porcens?! 


- 4790. 
163043. 
3960. 


3495. 
0. 


33333, 
0. 


65064. 
95 
16730. 
0. 
13323. 
9953. 
24676, 
38756. 
26057, 
9633. 
0. 
991. 


374021. 


rot ol 
Pedecal 


Dependent Cresing 


4.370 
49.323 
0.393 
0.835 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
3.423 
14.805 
0.000 
0.000 
2.486 
0.000 
6.3353 
9.000 
0,000 
20327 
2.359 
13.366 
9.000 
14.938 
0.000 
603. 207 
0.000 
3.363 
7.470 
6328. 000 
8.835 
27.558 
2.667 
0.000 
0.256 


30269 


6761. 
241402. 
244292. 


100369, 
43424. 
3760. 


202403. 
30, 


129105. 
946. 
95761. 
85990. 
20246, 
22339, 


Percent?! docs to 


Pedecel 
Cros fag 


Depeadont 


6.450 
78,427 
24.237 

0.857 
0,000 
3.053 
47,585 
68.137 
25.514 
2,965 
0.016 
34,502 
10.837 
24.936 
0.000 
39,629 
8.881 
3.565 
49,623 
0.006 
29.642 
0.251 

3054,171 

33.079 
3.033 
16.767 


118981 .31476.413 


164973. 
49B10, 
16902, 

30. 
33804. 


2473594, 


37.610 
52.679 
4.680 
9.006 
13.902 


22,705 


Federal Coy 
Vederal anne co Inceae te 
Cres lag Liveeteck Livestech 
Ratie Ret ie Ratte 

442964, 1,161 314. 
4 1.17 690. 
1217. 4.363 3319, 
21308. 0.134 3318. 
0. 0.000 16243, 
1374, 0.3% 735. 
4583. 12.165 337 1. 
1099. 12.265 13476. 
1324. 4.592 7000. 
1430, 0.35354 763. 
117164. 6,003 229. 
218. 6,210 1353. 
6002. 1.951 11708. 
472. 4,492 2118. 
133202. 0.000 0. 
742. 7.169 3322. 
3214. 1,599 8336. 
2483. 0,642 1395. 
1187, 6.932 10603. 
$960623. 0.001 2105. 
B93. 3.336 4764. 
85941. 6.045 3890. 
2079. 34% 731 1142790. 
3506. 3.954 32783. 
4387. 0,906 3976. 
23123. 3.018 69791. 
329. 363,730 1866724. 
340, 6.770 2304, 
1802. 9.482 17086. 
2077. 9.842 i731. 
938278. 0.001 1039. 
6645. 2.502 16628. 
3224, 4.087 13175. 


C 


NORTH DAKOTA 


Livestock Dependency on Federal Grazing by Counties 


Percent! income to Federal County 


Ine cea Tetel . of 10. 277 * 27 17 ** Total Vederal Pederel AUM'e te lee te 
U Per F County Beef, ! Sheep— — Percent vere” Percea vedere! Cros lag Cresing Livestock Livestock 
— Populet iow! Capita! Income Cove Rquivelente AU's Dependent an, Dependent Crasing Dependent fetio Retie 1 
.....ͤ̃ ͤ —— — — .. LS ee ees ‚ ‚ ‚ ee 
A 3584. 5864. 21014378, 13723. 742, 0. 0,000 0. 0. 5 90. 0. 0.000 1276. 
BARNES 13960, 6220. 84831200, 13324. 368. 0, 0,000 0. 06.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 3464, 
BENSON 7944. 4958. 39386352. 14839, 322. 0, 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 2398. 
BILLINGS 1138, 8116. 9234008. 17464, 0. 183, 0,058 0 0.000 183, 0.058 50470. 0.010 379. 
BOTTINEAU 9239, 35765. 53262835. 11637. 219. 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 4492, 
BOWMAN 4229, 6195. 26198655. 19182, 2368, 3483. 1.465 0, 6,000 36903. 1.465 4610. 0.264 1216. 
BURKE 3822. 3251. 20451522, 7386. 287. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 9. 0.000 d. 0.000 7394. 
BURLETGH $4811. 7767. 425717040, 309703, 420, 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 d. 0,000 0, 0,000 13371. 
CASS 86247, 7687. 678354690. 9314, 963, 0. 0.000 0 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 66007, 
CAVALIER 7636, 4107. 46633052, 4032. 182. 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 9264. 
DICKEY 7207. 3243. 37786301, 24310. 1137. 0, 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0 0.000 1472. 
DIVIDE 3494, (233. 21785090. 8442. 267. 10. 0.006 0, 0.000 10. 0.006 2178500. 0.001 2501. 
DUNN 4627. 3630. 26142550. 46778. 202. 271. 0.200 0. 0.000 2371, 0.280 11026. 0.050 356. 
EDDY 3954, 3830. 20719820, 11107. 791, 16. 0.007 0. 0,000 16. 0.007 1294987. 0.001 1741, 
EMMONS 5877, 4692. 27574884, 28726. 139, 24, 0.005 0, 0,000 24, 0.005 1148754. 0.001 753. 
FOSTER 4611. 6357. 29312127. 10308. 331. 0. 0.000 9. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 2750. 
GOLDEN VALLEY 2391. 6239. 14917449, 13283. 342. 324. 0.211 0. 0,000 324. 0.211 20468 0.030 1079. 
GRAND FORKS 66100. 6317. 430905700. 7407. 219, 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 55918. 
GRANT 4274, 4262. 16215768. 30816. 1233. 0 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 368. 
GRIGCS 3714, 3782. 21474348. 8469, 243, 0. 0,000 0, 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 2409, 
HETTINGER 4273. 3104. 21819600, 11724. 126, 0, 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 1811. 
KIDDER 3833. 4343, 17413319, 31418. 948, 10. 0,002 0. 0.000 10. 0.002 1741352. 0.000 338. 
LA ROURE 6473. 3218. S3774114. 13600. 618. 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 2083. 
LOGAN 3493. 4639. 16204027, 21110. 179. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 760. 
MC HENRY 7838, 4949, 38889242, 32108. 367. 359. 0.075 0. 0.000 559, 0.095 695467, 0.017 1190. 
MC INTOSH 4800. 3145. 24696000. 17490, 342, 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 1385. 
WC KENZIE 7132. 6142. 43804744. 39973, 2024. 47. 0,006 0. 0,000 49, 0.006 693974, 0.001 + 1043, 
WC LEAN 12383. 6068. 75140044, 20830. 227. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 3568. 
MERCER 9404, 7071. 66495684. 20211. 123. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0. 000 0, 0.000 3270. 
NORTON 25177. 6249. 137331070. 4649. 549, 33. 0.004 0. 0,000 35. 0,004 4475173. 0.001 3343, 
MOUNTRATL 7679, 3476. 42050204. 21739. 314, 107. 0.027 0. 90.000 107. 0.027 392993. 0.005 1907, 
NELSON 5233. 3527. 20733257. 8033. 294, 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 3475. 
OLIVER 2495, 3984. 14930080. 13260. 315, 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 959, 
PEMBINA 10399. 6110. 63537890. 3039. 200. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 12128. 
PIERCE 6166. 35279. 32550314. 10945. 222. 13. 0.006 0, 0.000 13. 0.006 2503870. 0.001 2912. 
RAMSEY 13048. 6347, 82815656, 4343, 440, 0, 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 06,000 18371. 


ans 6679. 5636. 37749928. 14844. $70. 0. 0.000 0. 9.000. 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 27 %. 
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NORTH DAKOTA (Continued) 


Livestock Dependency on Federal Grazing by Counties 


I — ——h 


7 Percent? dae 8e 380 Federal County 


| Income dnn n, %) aunt! deres) w“ roreone®! rotarat tracing Crating Livesterh Livestock 
Cowaty Populet tow!! copie Lee Cove— Rquivelents Ame Dependent Ahn Dependent Grazing Dependent Ratio Ret lo kt le 
—— — — — — : — 
REMVILLE 3608. 3730. 20673840, 4747. 0. 0. 0,000 0 0.090 „ 0.000 0. 9.000 4335. 
RICHLAND 19207. 6267. 120370270. 16378. 205. 0. 0. 000 0, 0. 000 0. 0. 000 0. 0.000 7259. 
ROLETTE 12177. 4147. 30498019, 11246. 207. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 9.000 4409, 
SARGENT 3312. 3761. 31754632, 16941. 443, 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 1827, 
SHERIDAN 2819. 4936. 13914584, 13840. 91, 13. 0,005 0 0.000 13. 0.003 1070333. 0.001 999, 
SIOUX 3620. 3642. 13184040. 17083. 102. 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 767. 
SLOPE 1137. 3476. 4021732, 17388. 388. 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 226. 
STARK 23697, 6442. 132656070. 23336. 338. 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0 0.000 63754. 
STEELE 3106. 4717. 21490414, 2739. 265. 0. 0,000 9. 0.000 0. 0.000 0 0.900 7107, 
STUTSHAN 24154, 6498. 136952690, 36271. 10386. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 4207. 
TOUNER 4052. 6212. 23171024. 2073. 297. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0 0,000 7886, 
TRATLL 9624, 6508, 62632992. 2473. 116. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0. 000 9. 0.000 22281. 
WALSH 15371. 3211. 50079291. 7977. 134. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 9. 0.000 “9949, 
WARE 58392. 6389. 373066490, 16253. 434. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 22330. 
WELLS 6979. 3320. 38524080, 1141. 392. 9. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 9. 0.000 3074. 
WILLIAMS 223). 7865. 168222710. 18990. 161, 121. 0.035 0. 0,000 121. 0.033 1390272. 0.006 87 7. 


— 


TOTALS 652717, 6415. 4987291430, GPAT99. 24246, 9718. 0.059 0. 0.000 9718. 0.059 430880. 0.011 4335. 


st 


OREGON 


Livestock Dependency on Federal Grazing by Counties 


Percent?’ Income to = Federe! County 


bis ae Tecal . of te. of gull OAS ee 15 Mee Vederel an' te income to 
ter 14 Covaty — Y . ost stone 8 es area . Crasing Liveeteck Liveetech 

Covety Pepvletion— apit Incomes Equivalents ane Depend 0 pend not 10 not o nat 10 

— . —— ä '—ẽ—ẽ—ẽ— ä ä—oäͤ ieẽiẽ—ẽ—ää ä dd— —uĩèðĩ7?' ⁵— —— —— —-—¶ ẽc4 — — ᷑— ᷣ᷑:̃ PFPkPʃů —Ut — 
BAKER 16134. 6196. 99966264, 44940, 730. 49706. 6.044 23536. 2.840 73062. 8.884 1368. 1.599 2168. 
BENTON 68211. 7162, 488527180. 3909, 1216. 7. 0.006 3%, 0.042 46. 0,050 10673654. 0.007 93322. 
CLACKAMAS 241919 8600. 2080503400, 12373. 2443, 0. 0.000 3558. 1,332 3358. 1.352 584779. 0.240 140215. 
CLATSOP 32489, 7555, 245454400. 2766. 38. 0. 0. 000 0. 0. 000 0. 0. 000 0. 0. 000 87537. 
COLUMBIA 35646. 7281. 259538530, S384, 648, 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 43027, 
coos $4047. 6930, 443845710. 1832. 3842, 6. 0.003 110. 0.048 116. 0.051 3820986. 0.009 34965. 
CROOK 13091, 6961. 7112031. T2660. 34. 23027. 3.3% 20023. 4.280 45054. 9.629 2023. 1.733 3506. 
CURRY 16992, 7188. 122138500. 4332. 3078, 0, 0.000 1026, 0.769 1026. 0.769 117027. 0.138 16483, 
DESCHUTES 62142, 7290. 453015180. 7008. 300, 33103. 24.495 7759. 7.221 42862. 31.716 10367. 3.707 60339. 
DOUGLAS 93748, 6680, 626236640. 24191. 10655. 1276. 0.202 7407. 1.174 8483. 1.3/6 72120. 0.248 17869. 
GILLIAN 2057. 7007, 14413397, 11074. 187. 3742, 1.842 0. 0.000 3742, 1.942 3932. 0. 32 1277. 
GRANT 8210. 6378, 32363380, JOS4l, 259, 24296. 4.411 76947, 13.970 101243. 18,381 317. 3.309 1711. 
HARNEY 8314, 6922, 37549508, 37796. 75. 325299. 31.218 26855. 2.577 332134. 33795 163. 6.083 994, 
HOOD RIVER 13933. 7521. 1190973040, 672, N. 10. 0.077 1495. 11.703 1473. 11.792 79636. 2.121 168929, 
JACKSON 132436. 6946. 920039380. 16817. 307. 20061. 3.767 7352. 2.171 27613. 7.938 33319. 1.429 47606. 
JEFFERSON 11599, 6091. 70647507. 8302. 435. * 1625. 1.132 1630. 1.011 3455. 2.143 204%. 0.386 7888; 
JOSEPHINE 58855. 3875, 343773130. 2783. 99. 4 0.846 808. 1.537 1247, 2.404 277320. 0.433 119977. 
KLANATH 39117. 6561. 3807866640, 44836, 2340. 13360. 1.801 27907. 3.261 43167, 3.062 6985. 0.911 6187. 
LAKE 7532. 6287. 47333684, 32231. 444, 129471. 13.650 34937. 3.683 164408. 17,333 268. 3.120 399. 
LANE 275226. 7302. . 2009700300. 14286. 2597, 738. 0.249 1583, 0.21 2341. 0.770 858465. 0.139 119037, 
LINCOLN 35264, 7373. 267124600, 2673. 463, 27. 0.048 398. 0.704 425. 0.752 628825. 0.135 95126. 
LIWN 99475. 6643. 394515270. 12330. 3277. 0. 0.000 71. 0.023 71. 0.023 8326545. 0.004 33766. 
HAHN 26896. 3478. 147336290, 7317. 1993. 413010. . 786 143, 0.010 413133. 29.797 137. 3.343 1913. 
NAR 10 204692. 7080. 1449219400. 7642, 2003. 0. 0.000 500. 0.268 509, 0.288 28997599. 0.052 150256. 
MORROW 7519. 7148, 34745812. 20349, 4233, 161. 0.036 3907. 0.876 4068. 0.912 13213. 0.164 2167. 
MUL THOMAH 3462640, 8134. 4376513800, 1618. 181, 0. 0,000 504, 1.400 304. 1.400 7082547. 9.232 2269402. 
FOLK 43203. 6994. 316149780. 4605. 2227. 0. 9.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 9.000 46273. 
SHERMAN 2172. 6232. 13533904, 4337, 24. 2421. 3.070 0. 0.000 2421. 3.070 5591. 0.5353 3090, 
TILLAMOOK 21164. 7016. 148486620, 1934, 0. 0. 0.000 214, 0.615 214. 0.615 693215. 9.111 76777. 
UMATILLA 30061. 4631. 391484510. 37152. 0. 1253. 0.187 11135. 1.668 12408, 1.855 31552. 0.334 10337. 
UNION 23921. 6416. 133477140, 15407. 433, 343. 9.127 20957, 7.513 21320. 7.440 7199, 1,339 9641, 
WALLOWA 7273. 6277. . 43632621. 28460. 1719, 2153, 0.394 69842. 16.430 91995. 16,824 496, 3.028 1503. 
vasco 21732. 7388. 160121380. 17763. 192. 4569. 1.414 1457. 0.451 6026. 1,864 26574. 0,536 9918. 
WASHINGTON 245808. 9193. 2259712900. 4334, 603. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 439890, 
WHEELER 1513. 3489, 6328817, 12385. 920, 4762. 1.988 6985. 2.917 1179. 4.905 539. 9.883 476. 


TAMHILL 35332. 6889. 381182150. 3867. 1308, 0, 0.000 37. 0.843 55. 0.043 6443241. 0,008 31672. 
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SOUTH DAKOTA 


Livestock Dependency on Federal Grazing by Counties | 


Percent?! dee @@ Federal Coumty 


He fecei . of Ho. %% 0 I af yp _Tetel vedere Deere! anne ce ieceme to 

County Pepuiet toot! e Covet! ere i — — e. — Dependest. ‘hatte’ 1 

— —— . — — —-¼- — — ——N ei 
AURORA 3628. 4373. 13865244, 23470. 1236. 0 0,000 0 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 637. f 
BEADLE 19195. 4237. 120141300. 38465, 1727. 0. 6.000 0. 6,000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 2974. 
BENNETT 3044, 3965. 12069460. 20077. 0. 0 6.000 0 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 378. 
BON HOMME 8057, 4607. Ie 1717. 302. 0. 0.000 0 9.000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 1926. 
BROOKINGS 24332, 3469. 133047370. 24468. 1634, 9. 0.000 @. 6.600 0. 0.000 0. 06,000 3097, 
BROWN 314962. 6187. 228737810. 40740. 1743. 0. 0.000 0, 6.000 0. 6.000 0. 0,000 3337. 
BRULE 3243. 4669. 24488905, 21736. 1272. 130. 0.022 0. 9.000 130. 0.022 188376. 0. 006 737, 
BUFFALO 1795. 2642, 4742390, 13390. 628. 0 4,000 6. 6.000 0. 0.000 0. 06.000 334, 
BUTTE 8372. 3633. 47159476. 22222. 12708. 39395. 6.266 6. 0,000 39395. 6.266 4197, 128 1350. 
CAMPBELL ‘ 2243. 4042. 9066206. 14079, 809, 36. = 0013 0. 6.000 . 0.013 251639. 0.002 607. 
CHARLES MIX 9680. 4128, 39959040. 43590. 893, 0. 0.000 0 06.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 876. 
CLARK 4894, 4634, 22678796. 23300. 1111. 0. 0,000 9. 90.000 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 859, 
CLAY 13689. 3443. 74309227, 6065. 350. 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0 0.000 0. 0.000 11615. 
CODINGTON 20885. 6013. 123623270. 11237. 1091. 0. 0.000 0% 0.000 90. 0.000 0. 0.000 10174, 
CORSON 5196. 352i. 18275116. 37134. 1549. 0. 0.000 0 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 473, 
CUSTER 6000. 3774. 35844000. 15158. 214. 759. 0.274 24643. 8.978 23601. 9.252 1400. 1.663 2332. 
DAVISON 17820. 3673. 101128500. 16213. 497, 0 0,000 6. 0.000 0. 0.000 0 0,000 6052. 
DAY 8133. 4023. 39241725. 16092, 1480. 0. 6,000 0. 6,000 0 0.000 0. 0,000 2233. 
DEUEL 3289. 4450. 23336030. 11712. 774, 0. 0.000 0, 6.000 0. 0.000 0 0.000 1685. 
DEWEY 5366. 3943, 21158138. 26801. 1166. 0 0.000 0 0.000 0 0,000 0. 0.000 706. 
DOUGLAS 4181. 3774 13779094. 13327. 402. 0. 06.000 0. 0.000 0 0,000 0. 0,000 1003. 
EDMUNDS 3139. 4435. 22880165. 26134, 637. 0 0,000 0 6,000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 834. 
FALL RIVER . 8439. 6197. 32296483. 22737. 1647. 1279. 0.291 3727, 0.849 3006. 1.1% = 10847, 0.205 2145. 
FAULK 3327, J. 14385948. 27303. 1021. 0. 0,000 0. 6,000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 491. 
GRANT 9013. 3200. 46867600. 10388. 402. 0. 0.000 0% 0.000 0. 0.000 0 0,000 4344, 
GREGORY 6013. 4417. 26368255. 41307. 355, 0. 0.000 0. 6,000 0. 0.000 0 0,000 633. 
HAAKON 2794, 4924. 13757656. 31232. 375. 381. 0.067 0 6,000 381. 0.067 36107. 0.012 433 
Ham IN 5261, 4458. 23433539. 7223. 424. 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0 0,000 2431. 
HAND 4948. 4072. 24205616. 42818. 2350. 0 0,000 0. 0,000 0 0.000 0 0,000 336. 
HANSON 3413. 4029, 13759053. 14458. 843, 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0 0.000 0. 0.000 999. 
HARDING 1700. 3132. 8724400, 33810. 7103. 6685. 0.908 9700. 1.317 16385, 2.225 332. 0.400 213. 
HUGHES 14220. 7217. 1.162570. 12137. 319. 0. 0,000 0, 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 9095. 
HUTCHINSON 9350. 4800, 44680000. 33968. 1106. 0, 0,000 0 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 1200. 
HYDE 2067. 4674. 7670506. 25682, 1454. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 336. 
JACKSON 3437. 4623, 13889251. 12579. 0. 135. 0.060 0. 0,000 135. 0.060 117698. 0.011 1263, j 
JERAULD 2929, 4794. 14041626. 714i, 1425. 0, 0,000 0, 0,000 0. 0.000 0, 0.000 736- 
JONES 1463. 3171. 7565173. 13226. 249, 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 6,000 561. 


KINGSBURY 6679. 4878. 32580162. 22995. 1555. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 1327, 


Le 


SOUTH DAKOTA (Continued) 


Livestock Dependency on Federal Grazing by Counties 
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Percent?! laceme to federal Comat y 


SS 


5 8 j Reed 247 // P percent?! ware! forest n — restag © fn “titeeraee 
Covaty Pepulet len cette! Incowe Cove: Equivelente an's Dependent aun Dependent Crosing DSependent Retiec Rat le dat 10 
— — ä ä——. ö— — — — — — — — P— — ̃ę — — —ü—U¾. 
LAKE 10724. 3378. 37673672. 17009, 620, 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0, 0.000 0. 0,000 3272. 
LAWRENCE ; 16339, 36821. 104731310. 10062. 333. 381. 0.203 21307. 11.410 21770. 11.613 4904, 2.090 10250, 
LINCOLN 13942, 6047. 84307274. 12830, 645, 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 6165. 
LTRAN 3044, 4763. 18404232, 29963. 342, 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 693. 
WC COOK 6444, 4837. 31169628. 17808. 827, 0. 0.000. 0. 0,000 0 0.000 0. 0.000 1310. 
WC PHERSON 4027. 4277. 17223479. 26724. 421, 0, 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 634, 
AN SHA 3404, 4720. 26630912, 23116. 2133. 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 06,000 1054, 
MEADE 20717. 3564. 113269380. 34320. 6540. 12538. 2.441 2954 0.269 13492, 1.410 7441. 0.254 1888, 
MELLETTE 2249. 3301. 60534669. 23137. 177. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.009 345, 
HINER 3739, 4201. 1370737. 18015. 111. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 G. 0.000 920. 
NIN MAI 109435. 77206. 798398610. 22398. 1216. 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 33395. 
MOODY 6692. S519. 36935148. 13306. 967. 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 2352. 
- PENNINGTON 70361. 6594, 463960430, 30936, 469, 4742, 0.8639 31416. 3.558 36139. 6.396 12831. 1.151 14773. 
PERKINS 4700. 3917. 27339900. 44391. 89 6331s 2234, 0.244 0. 0.000 2234. 0.244 12238. 0,044 237. 
POTTER 34674, 4759. 17484366, 13577, i711. 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 1011. 
RORERTS 10711. 4480. 48681280. 16084, 708, 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0, 0.000 0. 0.000 2691. 
SANBORN 3213. 3918. 12308334. 19074, 1739. 0. 0. 000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 90. 000 605. 
SHANNON 11323. 2637. 27658751. 17111. 0. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0 0,000 0. 0.000 1745. 
SPINK 9201, 3141. 47302341, 34818. 2738. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0. 000 1260. 
STAMLEY 2333, 4131. 15580483, 16506. 145. 4909, 1.638 0. 0,000 4909, 1.638 74, 0.295 936, 
SULLT 1970. 4731. 9414690. 12783. 643, 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0.600 701. 
TODD 7328. 3159. 23149152, 21923. 38. 0. 0.000 0 0.000 . 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 1058, 
TRIFF 7268. 5077. 34899636. 41499, 669, 0. 0.600 0. 0.000 0, 0.000 0. 0.000 975. 
UR 9255. 5358. 49588290. 13345. 939. 0. 0.000 a. 0.000 0. 0.000 L. 0.000 3064, 
UNION 10938. 5638. 61668444, 11066. 277. 0. 0,000 9. 0.000 6. 0.000 7. 9.000 3437. 
WALWORTH 011. 3370. 37649070. 14641, 395. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 9. 0.090 . 0.000 2304. 
WASHARAUGH 0. 0, 0. 12453. 0. 0, 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 
TANK TON 18952. 6128. 116137850. 12629. 381. 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 8927, 


ZIEBACH 2308. 3042. 7020936. 19899, 1498, 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 328. 


TOTALS 690768. 5697. 3935623608. 1502830. 89353. 73603. 0.257 94030. 0.328 167633. 0.585 23478 0.105 2272. 


Bt 
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UTAH 
WASATCH 
WASHINGTON 
WATNE 
WEBER 


TOTALS 


Populate 100 


11. 
33222. 
37176. 
22179, 
769. 
146340, 
12565. 
11431. 
3673. 
8241. 
17349, 
3330. 
4024. 
8970. 
4917. 
1327. 
2100. 
619066. 
12253, 
14620, 
14727. 
10198. 
26033. 
20506. 
218106. 
8523. 
26065. 
1911. 

144616. 


1461037. 


UTAH 


Livestock Dependency on Federal Grazing by Counties 


loc e voc el Be. of 

Pes 17 Cowaty Beef, , 

Capite— de Cove= 
4908, 21487224, 10122. 
5798, 192621160. 20418. 
3401. 306907380. 7519. 
403. 1324358060. 4408. 
3662. 4334078. 2531. 
6273. 919538500. 642. 
3331. 69497015. 24321. 
3896. 67313096. 11957. 
4969, 182311). 10228. 
6495. 53525273. 2684. 
3158. 89486142, 8231. 
3223. 28883190. 58571. 
4328. 16220672, 4047. 
4809, 43)36730. 24613. 
6237, 30667327. 2898, 
4093. 6502777. 3681. 
3821. 12224100, 22277. 
7016. 4343367100. 4607. 
701. 45348353. 13667. 
4331. 66243220. 14607. 
3481. 80718687, 13732. 
8466. 86336268. S931. 
6438. 168120110. 10425. 
3768, 118278610. 19859. 
5208, 1135896000. 20487. 
5466. 46596718. 3003, 
4869, 126910490, 9163. 
4675. . , 8935925. 7190. 
6583. 952296360. 3548, 
6308. 9216412946. 315625. 


1 270 out! 
Equivalents an' 
368. 92768. 
10041, 45545. 
2008. 0. 
363. 27234. 
66. 6795. 
229. 0. 
2813. 12868, 
1023. 103490, 
741. 71618. 
0. 97392. 
6311. 69045, 
631. 111726. 
368. 69026, 
2673. 188968. 
4289, 0. 
742. 7300. 
3077. 23983, 
2655. 0. 
0. 102768. 
$2141, 19599. 
3214. 10963. 
3671. 136. 
5510. 124066. 
6867. 120350. 
4979, 6242. 
6710. 0. 
411. 28745, 
1060. 46971. 
573. 0. 
87800. 1378038. 


Percent?! 
Dependent 


48.235 
6.290 
0.000 

21.698 

14.536 
0,000 
2.634 

44,268 

36.273 

161.303 

26.341 

67,16! 

39.778 

38,472 
0.000 
9.169 
3.048 
0.000 

41.174 
4.071 
3.552 
9.065 


43,254 


25.017 
1,362 
0.000 

14.680 

30.062 
0.000 


18.977 


rere est“ dae ene toe 


ur Nee e — 5 

AUN°@ Beoperdent Crasing Dependent at 1% 
9229, 4.787 102217. 33.023 210. 
3930, 0.837 4947S. 7.107 3071. 
19052. 10.327 18052. 10.327 17107. 
2334. 2.035 29783, 23.733 3125. 
9272, 19.834 16967, 34.370 271. 
1487, 10240 1487, 1.240 618318. 
26055. 3.334 38923. 7.969 1786. 
18007, 7.706 21497. 31.994 336. 
46885. 23,746 118503. 606.019 134, 
4865. 10,071 92457. 191.376 377. 
10753. 4.177 79998. 30.320 1117. 
10812. 6.499 122538. 73.660 236. 
3365. 4.820 74591. 64.598 244. 
20545. 4.183 207513. 42.655 206. 
628, 0.486 628. 0.486 46808. 
12728. 13.987 20028. 25.156 325. 
3460. 0.728 27443. 3.776 445. 
3568. 20730 3368. 2.730 1217525. 
38111. 15.266 140899. 36.441 322. 
33150. 6.885 32747. 10.956 1256. 
48397, 13.681 539369, 19.233 1360. 
19596. 9.385 19734. 9.450 43/5. 
3673. 1.978 12773). 45.232 1296. 
9682, 2.013 130032. 27.030 910. 
49749, 9.980 3191. 11,441 21848, 
31904, 16.248 31904, 18.246 1460. 
17658. 10.247 46403. 26.927 2735. 
8711. 5.47 57682. 35.409 135. 
4525. 4.107 4325, 4.107 210465. 
473753. 6,324 1851791. 25.501 4977, 


Federal 
alm’s co 


County 
dec e te 


Livestech Livesteck 


Rat te 


9.344 
1.286 
1.893 
4.272 
6. 187 
0.223 
1.434 
9.337 
10.803 
34.448 
3.494 
13.259 
11.628 
7.678 
0.087 
4.528 
1.040 
6.491 
10.159 
1.972 
3.462 
1.791 


8.142. 


4.665 
2.04 
3.285 
4.847 
6.374 
0.739 


4,590 


de 0 


2006. 
3008. 
32414. 
21893. 
1677. 
138048. 
7561. 
3201. 
1664. 
19942, 
6145. 
3123. 
2840. 
1381. 
4267. 
1470. 
463. 
398095, 
3270. 
2477, 
4708. 

. 7. 
10550. 
4426 0 
44601. 
4796, 
13254. 
987. 
135579. 


22845. 


WASHINGTON 


Livestock Dependency on Federal Grazing by Counties 
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re re eat / lacose to Federal County 


Incose Total Mo. of Wo. %, 47 37 47 2 Total Federal Federal aue to Income te 
Per County Beef Sheep— = due pere ent usr Percent Federa) Crat lag Cra lag Livestock Livesteck 
Cownty Populet ton!! Capital! Income Cove?! Equivalents AUM‘e Dependent AUM’s Dependent Crasing Dependent Ratio Ratio kat 10 
— — . — .——.ẽ—.důd' ä.ä. ä ä i. ä.. . — — kk ñxẽ?!é] —æĩ́?[½ßt.jh w wꝛꝗ —La kk pͤĩx k —-— 
ANANS 13267, 6593. 87469331, 1512% 279. 39, 0.014 0, 0. 000 39, 0. 014 2242803. 0. 003 5677. 
ASOTIN 16823. 6889. 115388960. 7340. 29. 666, 0.502 1469, 1,107 2135. 1.609 34051. 0.290 15659. 
BENTON 109444, 8763. 959057770. 16230. 966, 572. 0.164 0. 0,000 572. 0.184 1676674. 0.033 35675. 
CHELAN 45061. 7332. 339399450, 1313. 0. 1473. 6.233 6534. 27.647 8007, 33.880 42387. 6.098 258492, 
Ci_ALLAM 516498. 7665. 395881920, 3031. 88, 0. 0,000 24. 0.043 24. 0.043 16171647, 0.009 124923, 
CLARK 192227, 7313. 1444385900, 9043, 264, 0, 0,000 2. 0,001 2. 0. 001708130343. 0.000 153215. 
COLUMBIA 4057. 6347. 25749779, 351. 92. 0. 0.000 4353. 3.443 43533. 5,443 5915. 0.980 5796. 
COWLITZ 79548, 7608. 605201180, 2892. 98. 0, 0,000 37, 0. 068 37. 0,068 16481514. 0.012 203088, 
DOUGLAS 22144, 6789. 150335620. 9493. Sl. 4627. 2.638 0. 0.000 4627. 2.638 32491, 0.475 154279. 
„ FERRY 3811. 3383. 32442813. 6713. 74. 0. 0.000 11767. 9.632 11767, 9.632 2757. 1.754 4780, 
FRN IN 35025. 7069. 247591730. 13768. 237. 1416. 0.553 0. 0,000 1416. 0.551 174853. 0. 100 17403, 
S GARFIELD 2468, 7048, 17394464. 5758. 13. 6. 0.006 2005. 2.507 2611. 2.513 6662. 0.452 3013. 
GRANT 40522. 6136. 297730990. 23945, 481, 3432. 0. 7083 0. 0.000 3452. 0.785 86249. 0.141 12189, 
GRAYS HARBOR 66314, 7446, 493774040, 2966. 18, 0. 0,000 8. 0.015 8. 0.015 60511525. 0.003 165474, 
ISLAND 44048, 7108. 313073180. 1335. 0. 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 231065. 
JEFFERSON 15965. 7749. 123712780, 1301, 0. 0. 0.000 JZ. 0.137 33, 0.139 3790220. 0.025 95071, 
KING 1269749, 9588. 12174353000. 3707. 140, 0. 0,000 637. 0.922 639, 0.922 17066518. 0.166 3164636. 
KITSAP 147132. 7814. 1149845700. 823, 13. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0, 0.000 0. 0.000 1375414, 
KITTITAS 24877. 6343, 157794810. 20450, 444, 2008, 0.534 1740, 0.463 3748, 0.997 42100. 0.179 7352. 
KLICKITAT 13822. 6766. 107051650, 14639. 258. i751. 0.653 16. 0,006 1767, 0.4659 60573. 0.119 7187. 
LEWIS 36023. 6675. 373966870. 7752. 197, 0. 0,000 787. 0.550 787. 0.550 474915. 0.099 47046. 
LINCOLN 9604. 7712. 74066048, 20705. 236. 739. 0.201 0. 0.000 758. 9.201 97712. 0.036 3534, 
MASON 31184, 7713. 221811790, 779. 0. 0. 0.000 8. 90.057 8. 0.057 27182817. 0.010 277612. 
OKANOGAN 30639. 6283, 192504830. 28221, 434, 7137. 1.384 42093. 9.161 49230, 9.545 3910, 1.7198 6718. 
PACIFIC 17237. 7272. 125347460. 2624, 9. 0. 0.000 0. 0.000 0. 0,000 0. 0.000 47606. 


OY 


Covaty 


read OREILLE 
PIERCE 

SAN JUAN 
SKAGIT 
SKAMANIA 
SMOHOMT'SH 
SPOKANE 
STEVENS 
THURSTON 
WAHK TAKUM 
WALLA WALLA 
WHATCOM 
WHITMAN 
YAKIMA 


TOTALS 


Popul at fon 


8580, 
485643, 
7838. 
64138. 
7919. 
337720, 
341835, 
28979, 
124264, 
3832. 
47435, 
106701. 
40103, 
172508. 


4132136, 


WASHINGTON (Continued) 


Livestock Dependency on Federal Grazing by Counties 


lac o Tetal 

cet 1 
3310, 43559800, 
7417. 3602014100, 
8606. 67433828. 
7466. 478854300, 
7907, 6261353. 
9246. 2784839100. 
7180. 2434373300. 
3094. 170802220. 
7775. 566132800. 
9176. 31330432. 
6908, 227680780. 
7270. 773716270. 
6227, 249801580. 
6355. 1130789900. 
8077. 33373538008. 


A 


Ct 


Bo. of 
Beak 
Covet! 


3231, 
4343, 
1201, 
3871. 
621. 
3467. 
11763. 
13495. 
4867. 
1619. 
9340, 
6158, 
17408. 
27498. 


335701, 


sheep?/2/ 1 

Bquivalente Ame 
33, 0. 
68. 0, 
267. 0. 
Si. 0. 
27. 0. 
118. 0. 
240. 0. 
357, 1187, 
188, 0. 
0 6 : 0 6 
181, 6. 
112. 0. 
3305 103. 
2934, 3153, 
9619, 28354. 


et el 


Percent?! 8 Percent?! Federal 

Dependent  AUM’s Dependent Crasing 
0.000 7309, 12.441 7309, 
0.000 2497, 0.312 249, 
0.000 0. 0.000 0. 
0.000 0 0,000 0. 
0.000 1444 12.383 1444, 
0.000 324, 0.323 324, 
0.000 0. 0.000 0. 
0.476 $284 2119 6471. 
0.000 2. 0,002 2. 
0,000 0 0.000 0. 
0.004 67. 0.039 73. 
0.000 0. 0.000 0. 
0.032 0. 0,000 103, 
0.576 93). 0.175 4110, 
0.456 87753. 1.412 116107. 


Percent?! lacewe to 
Vederal vedere! 
Cros lag Crasing 

Dependent Ratio 


12.441 6233. 
0.312 14472893. 
0.000 0. 
0.000 0. 

12,383 = 43353. 
0.323 8385643. 
0.000 0, 
2.595 23397. 
0.002473604216, 
0.000 0. 
0.043 4469190. 
0.000 0. 
9.032 
0.750 


1.868 


Federal 
Ae te 
Livesteck 

Ratio 


2.239 
0.0% 
0.000 
0.000 
2.22 
0.058 
0,000 
0.467 
0.000 
0.000 
0.008 
0.000 
0.006 
0.135 


0.336 


Cen 


Nec to 
Livesteck 
Rat 10 

13938. 
812345, 
45887. 
122094, 
94427. 
498628, 
204480, 
12331, 
191128. 
19352, 
34417. 
123719, 
13906. 
37138. 


96445. 


lh 


— — ——̃ — . ——— . EE a SSS SS — Spas 


County 


K. 

BIG HORN 
CAMPBELL 
CARBON 
CONVERSE 
CROOK 
FREMONT 
GOSHEN 

HOT SPRINGS 
JOHNSON 
LARAMIE 
LINCOLN 
NATRONA 
NIOBRARA 
PARK 
PLATTE 
SHERI DAN 
SUBLETTE 
SWEETWATER 


It ron 


VINTA 
WASHAKIE 
WESTON 


TOTALS 


17 


reopulet ion 


29062, 
11098. 
24367, 
21896. 
14069, 
5308. 
38992, 
12040, 
3710. 
6700. 
68449, 
12177. 
71856. 
2924. 
21639. 
11975, 
23048. 
4348. 
41723. 
9355. 
13021. 
9496. 
7106. 


469557. 


Livestock Dependency on Federal Grazing by Counties 


Tetel 


Per * Cowaty 
Capita Ie o 
6672. 193901660. 
6050. 71970800. 
9245. 225272910. 
9227. 180138390, 
8153. 114423170. 
6854. 36381032, 
7287. 284134700. 
6274, 75538960. 
7001. 39973710. 
9023. 53754100, 
7852, 539031940, 
6442. 78444234, 
9353. 472067160. 
6481, 18950444, 
7214. 156103740. 
7577. 90974073. 
7705. 194998480, 
7059. 32104332, 
8880, 370500240, 
9040, 84349200, 
7318. 97891878. 
7066. 67098734. 
7357. 32278842, 
7945. 3730306733. 
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22893. 
23497, 
41207. 
38716. 
42399. 
34700. 
43504. 
36928. 
20365. 
33723, 
28703. 
23106. 
31859, 
23232. 
31281, 
30137. 
43797, 
34186, 
10741, 

8338, 
19345. 
13822, 
23071. 


681770. 


Ro. of, 
Sheep- 
Gquivel 


1433. 


10170. 
8384. 
12332, 
18254. 
4633, 
3586. 
1420, 
2611. 
15166. 
3631. 
5888, 
22077. 
4100. 
2911. 
227. 
3383, 
1917. 
6223. 
0. 
6997. 
4348, 
2026, 


143941, 


WYOMING 


* punt! Percent?! 
ente AUM's Dependent aun“ 
48432, 11.060 17808. 
90983. 13.003 34668. 
38687. 4,334 0. 
309625. 24.143 33050. 
23916, 2.183 3913, 
14839, 2.077 13378. 
236754. 29.057 26706, 
5396, 0,782 0. 
90616. 19,493 1377. 
56316, 6.400 32269. 
4623, 0.277 0. 
123953. 23.751 48695. 
184929. 19.048 294, 
20061, 3,800 0. 
67390. 11.305 44374. 
13420. 2.435 39. 
3153. 0.4607 38856. 
144820, 22.347 59266. 
420127. 137.588 3448, 
927, 0.618 50457. 
33320, 7.027 1426. 
90612. 30.15! 3354. 
14340, 3.172 316. 
2056449. 13.839 41633). 


Tetal 


urs? / Percent?! Pederal 


Dependent Creating 


4.523 
3.717 
0.000 
2.577 
0.357 
1.890 
3.022 
0.000 
0.333 
3.667 
0.000 
9.369 
0.030 
0.000 
7.213 
9.011 
4.576 
9/145 
1.129 
33.619 
0.301 
1.087 
9.114 


2.802 


68240, 
125651. 
38687, 
342675. 
27827. 
28237. 
283460. 
5396, 
81995. 
88585. 
1623, 
172848, 
185223, 
20061, 
113974, 
13479, 
Holt. 
204086. 
423575. 
31384, 
34746, 
102166. 
14836. 


2472786. 


Perc ent?! lteceae te 


Vederel 
Crasing 
Dependeat 


13.583 
20.722 
4.334 
26.720 
2.541 
3.988 
32.079 
0.782 
19.826 
10.066 
0.279 
33.119 
19.078 
3.800 
18.517 
2.466 
5.182 
31,492 
138.717 
34.237 
7.328 
31.238 
3.286 


16.639 


Pederal 
Crasing 
Ratio 


2641, 
373. 
3823. 
326. 
4112. 
1288. 
1002. 
13999, 
488, 
607. 
332121, 
454. 
3628, 
945. 
1370, 
6749, 
4431. 
157. 
875. 
1646, 
2817. 
657. 
3519. 


1509. 


federal 
AUM’s to 
Liveetect 
Rat ie 


2.805 
3.730 
0.780 
4.810 
0.457 
0.718 
5.774 
9.141 
3.567 
1.812 
0.050 
3.961 
3.434 
0.4684 
3,333 
0.444 
0.933 
3.469 
24.969 
6.163 
1.319 
3.423 
0.591 


2.995 


County 
lac te 
Liveetech 


“a 


Rat 1 


21840, 
10143, 
‘3716. 
un. 
2081, 


4318. 


1/ 
2/ 
3/ 


4/ 
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Footnotes 


1980, Census of Population. 
1978, Census of Agriculture. 


1978, Census of Agriculture. Five sheep are equivalent to 
one cov. 


Information provided by the BLM and USFS. Best estimates 
available. 


Estimated by using 18 AUM’s per beef cow and dividing this 
total into the federal AUM’s. There are several sources of 
error in the reported permitted or sold AUM’s per county and 
in the percent dependency calculations. These sources are: 


a. The Census of Agriculture does not report livestock on 
Indian reservations. 


b. Small reported total livestock in a county and reported 
federal AUM’s may create percentages that are greater 
than 1. 


c. If operators are in one county and the census counts the 
livestock in that county and the federal AUM’s are in 
another, the actual dependency calculations may be 
misleading. 


d. For the USFS, the National Grasslands and Land 
- Utilization Project Aum’s are not reported here. 
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APPENDIX III. TRIANGULAR DISTRIBUTION 


A convenient alternative to the three methods described for estimating 
subjective probability distributions is the triangular distribution. Only 
three numbers are necessary to specify the distribution: the minimm, most 
likely, and maximum events. 


In the example (Figure 4-3) the “lowest possible" wheat yield is 15 
bushels, the highest possible“ yield is 55, and the "most likely" wheat 
yield is 30. If these three values can be supplied, the distribution is 
determined. 


The triangular distribution offers a great deal of flexibility in the shape 
of the distribution. It can be skewed, or it can be symmetrical like a 
rnornal distribution. The primary advantage, however, is the ease with which 
it can be elicited by the decisionmaker. 


Most Likely 


** Lowest Highest 
Yield (bu./acre) 9 15 - 30 55 


Figure 4-3. 4 Triangular Distribution of Crop 
Yields” 


1. Nelson, A. Gene, George L. Casler, and Odell L. Walker. "Making Farm 
Decisions in a Risky World: A Guidebook,” Oregon State University Service, 
July 1978. Reproduced by permission. . 

2. The results of the calculations in ranchers response to grazing fee 
increases are shown in the fourth and ninth co lum in Table 3 of Appendix V. 
Only the left half of the distribution (forage values less than $8.00) is 
used. Generally, the assumptions are that at $1.40 one hundred percent of 
the federal grazing will be used and at $8.00 fifty percent of the federal 
grazing will be used. The other relationships between these two points are 
linear. The assumption is that distribution of forage values is triangular 
and ranchers will lease federal land only if the forage value of the 
resulting grazing is greater than or equal to the grazing fee. 
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We will use prices to illustrate how the probabilities for various events 
can be calculated using the triangular distribution and a formla. The 
decisionmaker would be asked to state the lowest, most likely, and highest 
wheat prices he would expect to occur. Suppose he says $2.50, $3.50, and 
$4.50. Note that this distribution is symmetrical; there is the same chance 
of the price being above as below the most likely price. Triangular 
distribution functions can be symmetrical, but they can also be skewed in 
either direction. The shape will depend upon the decisionmaker’s most likely 
value in relation to the minimum and maximum values he would expect. 


Suppose our decisionmaker wants to compute the probabilities of the prices 
_ being in each of the four 8.50 ranges between $2.50 and $4.50 using the 
triangular distribution formula for computing a cumulative distribution. The 
formula is: 


2 

X 
CP = — — 
: M 


where CP = cumulative probability 


X = values between 0 and 1, which 
represent, in this case, the range 
of prices from $2.50 to $4.50. 


M = the most likely price, in this case, 
0.5 represents $3.50, the midpoint 
of the $2.50 to $4.50 range. 


This formula is used for values of X less than M. For values of I greater 
than M, the for mla is: 


- For values of X = M, either formla can be used. In this case also, M = 
23 


Values of X are assigned to each price. For example, $3.00 is 1/4 the 
range of prices so it is assigned a value of 0.25, etc. The X values are 
then substituted into the formulas to find the cumulative probabilities: . 


r 


° 
= 


(.25)? _ 0625 _ 
5 5 


For X = 25; 1 12125 = .875 


44 


Thus, the probability of the price being greater than $3.00 is 0.875. The 
remainder of the cumulative probabilities are shown below: i 


Subjective 
Probability 
Values of yield being 
Price of xX greater than X 
2.50 0.0 1.00 
3.00 0.25 875 
3.50 0.50 300 
4.00 0.75 125 
4.50 1.00 0 


The probabilities of the price being in each of the 8.50 ranges (as 
calculated from the triangular distribution (function) are calculated from 
the cumulative function by subtraction: 


Subjective 

Price Probability 
$2.50 - $3.00 0.125 
$3.50 - $4.00 0.375 
$4.00 - $4.50 0.125 


The decisionmaker could then use this subjective probability distribution 
of prices as it stands or modify the distribution if he doesn’t believe that 
it represents his judgement about prices. 


How let's consider a triangular distribution in which the most likely value 
is not the midpoint between the low and the high values. Suppose a grower 
believes his most likely crop yield is 40 bushels but it could be as high as 
50 or as low as 25. The yields of 5 bushel increments and the corresponding X 
values are shown be lov: 


Subjective 
probability 
Value of yield being 
Yield ots = greater than X 
25 0.0 1.00 5 
30 2 .93 ag 
35 4 573 
40 (H) 6 40 
45 8 10 
50 . 1.0 0.00 


Using the triangular distribution function, the cumlative subjective 
probability distribution can be calculated. For a value of X = .2, the 
calculations are: 
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— (.2) 20 — 204 = - =e . 3 
1 3 1 * 1 OY] 9 


The probabilities of the wheat yield falling in each 5 bushel ranges are: 


Subjective 
Wheat Yield Probability * 
25-30 207 
30-35 20 
35-40 33 
40-45 30 
45-50 10 


The triangular distribution function has the advantage that the 
decisionmaker does not need to think in detail about the entire probability 
distribution. He needs only to specify the most likely and lowest and 
highest walues that he believes could occur. A few rather simple 
calculations using the triangular distribution formlas allow the computation 
of the probabilities of the value falling in any size ranges between the high 
and low values. 


The decisionmaker can then inspect the subjective probabilities and revise 
them if necessary. He may, after inspection, wish to change the high, low, 
or most likely values and recalculate using the triangular formlas. 
Alternatively, he may just revise the distribution, making sure that it 
continues to add to 1.0. 
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Append in IV. 


— — 


Crasing eee — base dete in competing ennval adjuement index. 
private grasiag lead. 


u. Deh. 8. Dah. eb. Keneas Okla. Tex. Idaho Wyo. 
Yeer/1 
1964 1.64 3.13 3.75 3.32 2.76 2.38 3.33 3.40 
1965 1.94 3.16 3.89 3.34 2.84 2.35 3.25 3.68 
1966 2.09 3.34 4.20 3.85 3.14 2.43 3.40 3.70 
1967 2.10 3.72 4.35 3.99 3.05 3.38 3.47 3.73 
1968 2.37 3.60 4.50 4.15 3.15 2.71 3.48 3.95 
1969 2.38 3.76 4.76 4.28 3.32 2.76 3.50 4.04 
1970 2.58 4.16 4.89 4.46 3.30 2.79 3.71 4.28 
1971 2.61 4.22 4.90 4.35 3.67 3.04 3.79 4.28 
1972 2.76 4.4] $.12 4.55 3.80 3.19 3.99 4.45 
1973 3.00 4.69 5.78 4.97 4.23 4.12 4.41 4.98 
1974 4.13 3.79 7.16 6.40 3.11 4.14 $.43 5.81 
1975 4.17 6.22 8.04 6.50 4.38 3.72 6.33 6.27 
1976 4.39 6.41 9.61 12.86 4.62 3.% 6.14 7.07 
1977 4.49 6.91 9.77 11.97 3.43 4.58 6.20 7.06 
Year/2 

1978 3.50 9.21 10.23 9.11 3.67 4.27 6.43 8.09 
1979 6.29 10.13 11.20 9.97 3.904 4.63 6.47 8.74 
1980 6.35 11.79 11.96 9.16 4.17 7.06 6.61 9.37 
1981 6.69 11.97 13.81 9.06 3.88 6.78 8.20 7.93 
1982 6.34 11.09 13.80 9.59 6.29 8.06 7.98 6.46 


bete from General Fare Questionnaire. 


2/ dete frow June Enumerstive Survey. 


Source: 


Ess-Ecos; work sheets reflects deta as originally 


rowundeé. Will not agree with deta published 


since 1975. 


q — 


Rate (del lere) per head fer pater ag cattle os acairrigated 


— —— — 


Colo. N. Mes. Ore. Aris. ut ob Mev. 
3.51 3.09 3.13 3.03 2.86 3.42 4.28 
3.70 3.42 3.16 3.14 2.87 3.51 4.00 
3.93 3.33 3.351 3.33 2.83 3.50 4.06 
4.05 3.37 3.74 3.39 2.84 3.66 n/a 
4.03 3.43 3.64 3.66 3.10 3.33 4,43 
4.03 3.47 3.67 3.71 2.91 3.64 4,43 
4.03 3.62 3.70 3.87 3.44 3.78 4.76 
4.23 3.40 3.61 4.03 2.78 4.05 4.32 
4.45 3.92 3.60 4.32 2.32 4.34 3.94 
3.11 4.10 4.20 4.82 2.79 4.81 4.36 
3.31 4.4) $.29 6.87 3.21 3.31 3.41 
3.71 4.94 3.11 7.03 4.60 35.76 3.62 
6.26 3.15 5.18 7.38 3.63 6.04 7.50 
6.11 3.83 3.26 7.28 4.90 6.68 9.21 
7.26 5.96 6.64 7.79 3.42 5.73 4.10 
8.12 6.83 6.88 7.78 4.63 6.30 2.55 
6.26 4.50 7.36 9.07 4.36 3.78 6.19 
9.20 6.98 7.54 9.40 3.60 7.20 6.29 
9.04 6.26 7.70 8.90 2.33 9.29 5.70 


Waeh. Calif. 
3.19 4.02 
2.98 4.02 
3.26 4.08 
3.32 3.93 
3.63 3.71 
3.62 3.95 
3.66 4.44 
3.63 4.44 
3.33 4.32 
3.91 4.72 
5.36 6.78 
6.04 3.54 
3.61 6.99 
$.83 3.81 
6.67 8.07 
7.29 9.19 
7.39 8.80 
8.18 10.48 
6.67 9.23 


APPENDIX v. IMPLAN VS. PRIMARY DATA IBPUT/OUTPUT MODELS: A COMPARISON OF 


IMPACT ESTIMATES FOR HYPOTHETICAL CHANGES IH THE FEDERAL GRAZING FEE. 


The tables in this appendix are a result of a program written for a Kaypro 
personal computer. Similar impacts can be estimated for any area given the 


information on the bottom of table 1, table 2, and table 3 of this Appendix. 


The information on the bottom of table 1 lists the total income and 
employment coefficients related to personal consumption expenditures, range 
improvement expenditures and local government expenditures. On the bottom of 
table 2 lists the areas USFS and BLM AUM’s as well as the 1980 total county 
income. Table 3 lists the total amount of receipts per AUM for the area as 
well as the total local personal income and employment that is generated by 


the expenditures related to each AUM. 


The total personal income and employment coefficients are obtained from the 


IMPLAN models for the following areas: 


Gila County, Arizona 

Modoe County, California 

Gunnison County, Colorado 

Owyhee County, Idaho 

Beaverhead County, Montana 

Elko County, Nevada / . 
Catron County, New Mexico 
Billings County, North Dakota 
Harney County, Oregon 

Fall River County, South Dakota 

Millard County, Utah 

Garfield County, Washington 

Sublette County, Washington 

All counties of Oregon 
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Generally, the procedure is to estimate the total local income effect 
resulting from a grazing fee increase. The negative effect is the loss of 
income of the grazing fee increase plus the loss of personal income that 
results from decreased rancher household spending (and ranching related 
expenditures in the case of decreased use). Positive income impacts result 
from increased rangeland 5 and local government expenditures that 
take place as the USFS or BLM distribute the collected grazing fees according 


to past procedures and laws governing such disbursements. 


The total local income and employment effect depends on several factors. 


The main factors are: 
1. The price increase. 
2. The total income and employment coefficients. 
3. The total number of federal grazing AUM’s in the area. 
4. Total income in the area. 


The following is a step by step explanation of the procedures used to 
calculate the local income (employment) impacts. The IMPLAN model of Gila 


County, Arizona in the USFS section is used for the example: 
Table I. Total Local Personal Income Impact per AUM. 


1. Decrease in ranchers income - The grazing fee increase from $1.40 to 


$2.00 leads to a $.60 decrease in rancher’s income. 
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2. 


Community impact - This reduction in 8.60 rancher’s income causes a 
reduction in household expenditures and decrease of 8.3 in community 
income. This is calculated using the item labeled 8.71 Pers. Cons. 
Inc. at the bottom of page. This is the personal income coefficient 
related to household expenditures that is calculated with the use of 


the IMPLAN model. 


Rangeland improvement fund - The $.60 in increased grazing fee will be 
distributed so that 50Z or 8.30 will be returned to the local community 
for rangeland improvement projects. The IMPLAN model for this area 
calculated that for each dollar of new demand generated in the 
construction sector (rangeland improvements) .64 of local income will 
be generated. This is the .64 Range Imp. In on the bottom of the 
page. The resulting personal income impact is, therefore, 19 


(8305. 619). 


Local government - Part of the increase in grazing fee (252 for the 
USFS) will be distributed to local governments from the ones from which 
the grazing fee was collected. According to IMPLAN models about 60 
percent of local government expenditures are for salaries. This $.09 
is multiplied by the .71 personal income coefficient to get the 
estimated $.06 commnity income impact. The other 8.06 that is spent 


on other goods and services is multiplied by the $.62 Local Government 


Income coefficient to estimate the $.04 community impact. 
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4. 


3. 


6. 


Federal Treasury - All funds (252 in the case of the USFS) that go to 
the Federal Treasury and are not returned directly to the local 


community are lost to community. 


Total Local Personal Income Impact. This is calculated by subtracting 
the original $.60 loss of ranchers income and the $.43 loss of 
community personal income and adding the $.19 of personal income 
generated from rangeland improvements and local government 
expenditures, $.04, as well as the income that is received by local 
government personnel, $.09. The net impact of these outflows and 
inflows is a -.65 (-.60-.43+.19+.04+.09+.06). This is the amount of 
total local personal income lost if the grazing fee were raised by 


$.65. 


The total local employment impact can be calculated in the same manner. 


* 


Table 2 - Total Federal grazing fee increase impact. 


1. 


USFS and BLM AUM’s — The local USFS and BLM AUM’s are listed on the 
bottom of the pace. These totals are multiplied by the total local 
personal impact per AUM that results from a grazing fee which was 
calculated on the previous page. For example, 200440 USFS AUM’s * ..65 
= $-129846.03. This impact plus the impact of the BLM AUM’s are added 


to arrive at the total Federal grazing fee increase impact.($129846 + 


$4744 = $134590). 


51 


2. 


Percent Income Decrease in the Local Economy - The total Federal 
grazing fee increase impact is divided by the 1980 total -county income 
which is listed at the bottom of the page to calculate the percent 


decrease in the local economy (134590 - 204347880 = -.07 percent). 


This table also estimates total employment impact and also calculates 
the total income and employment impact if all grazing fee increases 


were to go to the Federal Treasury and not returned to the local area. 


Table 3 Total Federal Grazing Fee Effect of Decreased Use of Grazing. 


i. 


2. 


Negative response to fee increases — These responses were calculated 
using the triangular distribution that is explained in Appendix II. The 
total number of USFS and BIM AUM’s are multiplied by the estimated 
negative response to arrive at the decrease in use of public grazing 
(For USFS AUM’s, 200440 * .27 = 54118.80). This decrease in use is then 
multiplied by the amount of personal local total income (8.06 on the 
bottom of the Race) that would be lost for each federal grazing AUM 


that is reduced (54118.80 * 8.06 = 43497.53). 


Total Federal grazing fee effect of decreased use of grazing - This is 


the sum of USFS and BLM negative impact on local: personal income. 
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This page does not include the negative impact of the loss of ranchers 


income that results from increased grazing fees. 


Table 4 - Combined effect of decreased use and decreased income due to 
higher fees - The federal AUM’s that are retained are multiplied by the total 
personal income impact per AUM to calculate the total local income lost due 
to fee increases (.73 * 200440 USFS AUM’s * .65 = 94727.60). These USFS and 
BLM total impacts due to decreased incomes are added to the decreased use due 
to higher fees from table 3 to calculate the combined effect. The total is 
divided by the total county income to estimate the precent income decrease in 


the local economy. 


98250.72+4501.31 _ 
( 204347880 eee 


* 


78 


Table 1. Eetimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(per AUM) Gile County, Arizona, I-O model (USFS IMPLAN). /1 


Crot ing 
fee/2 


Decrease Rangeland improvement Local government (252) Federal treasury (231) 
Crasing fuad/S (502) Local Ommunity ca Community Community Totel lecel 
fee tenchere Community Improvement Community government income government income Local incowe personal 
increase incose /] impace/4 fund impact/6 expenditure impact o ler ies impact expenditure impect income 
2 ĩðͤv Sas ey as ——ů—— — . — 67 ——d⁊— —.— ——...— 
0.60 -0.60 -0.43 0.30 0.19 0.06 0.04 0.09 0.06 0 0 0.69 
1.13 -1.13 -0.60 0.37 0.36 0.12 0.08 0.36 0.11 0 0 1522 
(BLM Set. 3) (Sect. 1% is ain ler to USFS)/10 
Rengelend ieprovemeat (301) Locel government (12.52) Federel treasury (37.3%) 
60 0.60 0.40 0.30 0.19 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.03 0 0 0. 70 
1.13 -1.13 -0.80 0.37 0.36 0.06 0.04 0.08 0.06 0 0 -1.40 
Dietributione stay the same; ail incresses go to the Federal Treasury (USFS and BLM)/8 
60 0.60 -0.43 -1.03 
1.13 1.13 0. 80 1.93 


0.71 
0.64 
0.62 
0.00004830 
0.00004070 
0.00003730 


Pers Cone [a 
Range lap In 
Local Govt In 
Pere Cone Emp 
Raage lep Lap 
Locel Govt Ep 


Tot a l 
local 
employment 


eww — ore 


. 000007 
0.000013 


0.000012 
0.000023 


0.000029 
0.000033 


Table 2. Estimated local community personal income and loca! 
Gila County, Arizona. Assumes no decrease in grazing on fede 


USFS loca! Totel 


employment impact of grazing 
ral lands. /9 


Totel federal greasing 
fee increase 


fee increases, 


Percent Totel federal greasing fee set 
Income whea ell increases ge to the 


Local Totel SLM impact decrease Federal Treseuvr Percent 
Totel rsosal USFS local personal local Local is the Local Decresse 
Cresing e usrs ghee e=ployment Totel BLN iacome euployment personal Local locel pereonal Local ie locel 
fee/2 increase aun’ /11 iwepecte/12 impact / 12 AUN’ e/11 impacte/12 impect/12 income employment econoay/13 income employment econoay/i3 
3 0.60 200440. 00 129846. 03 “1.41 6403.00 4744.00 -0.08 -134590.03 “1.49 -0.07 -212220.92 3.99 -0.103853 
2.53 1.15 200440.00 -129846.03 -2.6% 6403.00 -8934.53 0.15 -138780.57 -2.81 -0.07 -399682.73 11.29 0.193365 


200440 USFS 40. 
6403 / aun 


Ww 
uw 204347860 Cowaty Tac. 


Table 3. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(decrease in grazing in response to fee increases), /14 Gila County, Arizona. 


Negative Decrease 


response to in use of  Megative Wegative Negative Tote! Federal grasiag fee 
fee increase public impact negativ. response to becresee iepact on Negative effect (decresced use) 
Or as lag Tote! on use of greasing on local impact on fee increase in wee of local \epect on ca 7 
Cr as ing fee USFS Federal ia personal local Total or Federa) OLM lend personal local personal Local 
fee incresse AUM‘e/I11I aun“ / Aun iuc one / 3% employment BLN AUM°s 40“ %% AU“ income vaploywent income employment 


—— — —— A 82—— ee — eee 


1.40 
2.00 0.60 20040. 00 0.27 4118.60 -436197.53 12.99 6403.00 0. 2) 1726.61 11393921 0.41 -430131.74 13.403427 
2.53 1.11 200440.00 -0.50 -100220.00 -807773.20 24.03 6403.00 -0.30 9201.30 -25804.09 0.77 »833377.29 26.821160 


*Thie wae treated as a decrease in totel expenditures on ranch related items lees the amount thet ie purchased by the Livestock Sector from the Feed and Grazing Sector. 
The per AUM expenditure wee calculsted using the total receipto per AUM for the area Total receipts per public gras iat unit are $12.41 (1977 dollars) based om Kerry Gee’s reach 
budgets, Economic Research Service, Colorado State University, Fort Coliine, Colorado. A decrease in final demand im the ranching sector resulte in a decrease of $8.06 of local 


n personel income for e public grazing AUM. The corresponding locel employment decrease ie .00024 per AUM for public grazing. 
a 
12.41 Receipte AUN 


6.06 Pero Inc - AUN 
0.000240 tap - AUM 


i he q * 
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Table 4. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 


(decreased grazing and reduced ranchers’ income impact), Gila County, Arizona. 


vers Totel Federal Combined effect of de- 


UL 
— Total Tocal Total Tocal fupact of Federal creased use & decreased Percent 
Total locel employment Totel local employment grazing fee increase income due to higher feeo/i8 Income 
Graning income lost lost due income lost lost due (decreased incowe) Local 


decrease 
Grazing fee due to fee to fee due to fee to fee Personal Local pero. Local ie local 
166% increase increase/16 eerst increase/16 increase/16 income/1? epploymt / 17 income eaployment econony/13 
. 0 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 -94787.60 1.03 ~3463.12 -0.06 -98250.72 -1,.09 -368382.46 -14.49 0.27 
2552 1.11 -122271.68 -1.33 ~4467.27 -0.07 -126738.95 -1.40 -960316.24 -26.22 0.47 


n 


Table 1. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(per AUM) Modoc County, California, I-O model (USFS IMPLAN). /1 


Decrease Rengelend improvement Local government (252) Pederal treeeery (231) 


cron ag is fund/S (502) Local Community Local Community ~ | Community Ne doe Tegel 
Cresing fee raschere Commuaity Improvement Community goverment income government income Local income per oe leeal 
fee/2 increase incowe/3 impact/4 fund impact/6 expenditure impact salaries impact expenditure impact iacome employment 
_inpect/7?____ Ee 
—ä— —52 2 R2—Eÿ— — eee ewe oe eee — — — — —ä—ñ—— — 08786 —— — ———— ß = —— ———— — — 
1. 40 
2. 00 0.60 -0.60 0.54 0.30 0.19 0.06 0.04 0.09 @.05 0 0 0.36 9.000001 
4.00 2.60 2.60 1.40 1.30 9.81 0. 28 0.18 90.37 0.29 0 0 2.31 9.000003 
6.00 4.60 4.60 -2.62 2.30 1.43 0.49 6.33 0.66 0.37 0 0 1.0 9.000009 
8.00 6.60 6.60 -3.76 3.30 2.05 0.71 0.47 0.94 0.36 0 0 6.37 0.000013 
(BLM Sect. 3) (Sect. 1 fo similer to USF8)/10 
Rangeland improvement (502) Local government (12,52) Federal treasury (37.352) 
1.40 N 
2. 00 0.60 -0.60 0.34 0.30 0.19 0.03 0.02 0. 0 9.02 0 0 -0.67 . 00000 
4. 00 2.60 2.60 -1.48 1.30 0.61 0.14 0.09 0.19 9.11 0 0 2.839 »0. 000010 
6.00 4.60 4.60 -2.62 2.30 1.43 0.25 0.16 0.33 0.19 0 0 3.112 ». 000016 
9.00 6.60 6.60 3.76 3.30 2.05 0.35 6.23 0.47 0.27 0 0 -7.34 0.000026 
fh. Distributions etay the seme; oll increases go to the Federal Treseury (USFS and BLM) /8 
Wn 2.00 0.60 0.60 -0.34 0.94 0.000019 
0 4.00 2.60 -2.60 -1.48 -4.08 0.000084 
6.00 4.60 -4.60 -2.62 -7.22 0.000148 
8.00 6.60 4.60 -3.76 2 D 10.36 0.000213 


0. 57 Pere Cone Ia 

0.62 Range lap io 

0.66 Locel Covet Ja 
9. 00003220 Pere Cone Eap 
0.00004160 Lege 1% Eup 
0.00003540 Local Cove Rap 


wae 


Table 2. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases, 
Modoc County, California. Assumes no decrease in grazing on federal lande. /9 


Totel federal grazing Perceat Totel federal grezsing fee impact 


fee increase Income when all increases go to cha 
USFS local Totel Local Totel BLN impact decrease Vederal Treasury Percest 
ran ing rot al persona! 98e locel personal locel Local in the Locel Decrease 
cron ing fee UsFs incowe enployweat ‘Totel BLN income employment personal Local local pereonal Locel is loc 1 
fee/2 increase AUM’s/11 impacte/12 impect/12 40 %/11 impacte/12 impact/12 income euployment economy/13 income eaploymeat economy 11 
8 — eee 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 3034.00 -42300.93 0.09 160.00 106.62 0.00 42407. 70 9.09 0.00 -68948.75 1.41 0.12217 
4.00 2.60 73034,00 -183304.02 0.39 160.00 62.67 0.00 -1863766.89 0.39 0.33 -298777.91 6.11 —0.326 741 
6.00 4.60 73034.00 -324307.1) 0.68 160.00 618.92 0.00 2325126. 03 0.68 -0.58 -528607.07 10.864 -0,935465 
8.00 6.60 73034.00 465510. 20 0.98 160.00 1174.97 0.00 -466485.18 0.98 0.63 -758436.23 15.36 1.342769 


6S 


73034 USPS AUN ‘s 
160 m/ aun! 
56507430 County Inc. 
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Table 3. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(decrease in grazing in response to fee increases), /14 Modoc County, Californie. 


net et i ve Decrease 


teeponse to in wee of  Hegative Rege ive Negative Totel Federal grasiag fee 
fee increase  pubiic impact Net ot ve response to Decrease impact o Wegetive effect (decreased wee) 
Crasing Totel om use of grosing on local lepaect os fee increase in wee of local iwpect om e 
Grazing fee usFs Federal ie personal local Total or Federal BLM lend pereonal local personal Local 
fee increase Abu 11 aun’e/14 AUN’ e incowe/15® employment In AUM’s aun “/ aun“ income employweat income en; loyment 
eee ; — — 
7s 
1.40 A 
2.00 0.60 73034 .00 -0.04 2921.36  -32134.96 -0.88 160.00 0.04 -6.40 -70.40 0. 00 -32205.36 -0.878328 
4.00 2.60 73034. 00 0.17 12413.76 136373. 36 9.72 160.00 -0.47 -27.20 -299.20 -0.02 -136872.78  -3.7328694 
6.00 4.60 73034.00 0.29 221179.66 -232978.46 —6 33 160. 00 0.29 66.40 510.40 0. 01 -233488.86 6.367878 
8.00 6.60 73034 .00 0.42 -30674.28 -337417.08 -9.20 160.00 -0.42 -67.20 -739.20 0.02 -338156.28  -9.222444 


*This wee treated as a decrease in totel expenditures om rench related items lese the amount that is purchased by the Livestock Sector from the Feed and Gresing Sector. 

The per AUM expenditure wee calculeted using the totel receipte per AUM for che ares Total receipte per public greasing unit ate $17.78 (1977 ol lere), beeed ow Kerry Cee e ranch 
budgets, Economic Research Service, Coloredo stete University, Fort Colline, Colorado. A decresce in final demand in the ranching sector results in a decrease of $11.00 of locel 
personel income for a public grazing AUM. The corresponding locel employment decrease ie .000300 per AUM for public grazing. 


17.78 Receipts AUN N 
11.00 Pere Inc - AUN 
0.000300 Eup - AUN 
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Table 4. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of 
(decreased grazing and reduced ranchers” income impact), Modoc County, California. 


. Totel Federel Combined effect of de- 

Totel local Totel locel impact of Federel eressed wee & decreased Perceat 

Totel locel employment Totel lecei employeeat § gresing fee increase income due to higher fees iacone 

rene income lost lost due income leet lost due (decreseed incone) Gal docrenne 

Cresing fee %% te fee to fee due te fee to fee ereona ce personal Locel in local 

fee/} incresse. incresce/16 increase/I6 increace/16 increscse/16 iacome/1? euployet /I) income employment econony/i3 

— — . — . 

1.40 

2.00 9.60 40608. 69 0.09 102.30 0.0% 0711.45 0.09 -72916.79 -0.88 -0.13 

4.00 2.60 -152342.34 9.32 304.10 9.00 -152526.52 0.32 -2869399.30 23.73 -0.31 

6.00 4.60 -230258.05 0.49 ~$61.43 -0.00 -2308639.48 0.48 -466328.36 6.37 -0.62 

8.00 9.60 -269879.92 0.37 681.48 0.00 -270561.40 0.37 -608717.68 -9.22 -1.08 


grazing fee increases 
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Table 1. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of 5 fee increases 
(per AUM) Gunnison County, colorado, I-O model (USFS IMPLAN). /1 


Decrease ange lend iuprovenent Local government (25%) __ Tederal treasury (252) 
Crasing ja fund/5 (302) Local Community Local Community ommunity Total dees! Total 
Cra ing tee renchere Community Ymprovement Community government income government iacome Local lacose perso! local 
fee/2 increase locose /]  impect/4 fund iepect/6 expenditure ispect os leriee impact expenditure impact lac eaploynent 
i act/7 

C — — — — 2 — ,, s-— 4 „% — ———— CESSES SSS Se 
1.40 
2. 00 0.60 -0.60 -0.39 0.30 0.21 0.06 0.04 0.09 0.06 0 0 9.39 —0. 00000 
4.00 2.60 -2.60 -1.69 1.30 0.92 0.28 0.18 0.37 0.24 0 0 2.37 -0.000013 
6.00 4.60 4.60 2.99 2.30 1.63 0.49 0.32 0.66 0.43 0 0 4.355 -0.000024 
8.00 6.60 -6.60 4.29 3.30 2.34 0.71 0.46 0.94 0.61 0 0 6.33 -0.000034 

“(BLM Sect. 3) (Sece. 13 ie similer to 0876/10 
Rengelend improvement (301) Local government (12.52) Poederal treseury (37.52) 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.39 0.30 0.21 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.03 0 0 0.69 ». 000006 
4.00 2.60 -2.60 -1.69 1.30 0.92 0.14 0.09 0.19 0.12 0 0 2.9)  -0.000034 
6.00 4.60 -4.60 -2.99 2.30 1.63 0.25 0.16 0.33 0.21 0 0 3.26 -0.000060 
8.00 6.60 -6.60 4.29 3.30 2.34 0.35 0.23 0.47 0.31 0 0 27.34 0.000086 
diet e ibut lone etay the seme; sil increases go to the Federal Treseury (USFS and BLM)/6 

1.40 i 
2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.39 0.99 -0.000025 
&.00 2.60 -2.60 -1.69 4.29 -0.000110 
6.00 4.60 -4.60 2.99 27.39 —0. 000155 
8.00 6.60 ~6.60 -4.29 -10.89 -0.000279 


0.65 Pere Cone Is 

0. 71 Range lep ie 

0.65 Local Gove Ie 
0.00004230 Pere Cone Eup 
0.00004280 Renge iup Lap 
0.00093880 Local Govt Zap 


oO 
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Table 2. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases, 
Gunnison County, Colorado. Assumes no decrease in grazing on federal lands. /9 


i ꝙ ͤwGñͥw— —— —— ——— ͤ ꝓ—4Üͤ— — —— —ä—üäb- — 
Total federal gresing Perceat Totel federe! grasing fee impact 
fee increase Tecome whee all incresses go to the 

USFS locel Total Local Total BLN impact decrease Federal Tressur Vercest 

Crasing Totel persons! USFS local personal local Local in the Local Decresse 

Crosing fee bars income employwent Totel BLM income ewployment personal Local local personal Local ie locel 
fee/2 iecrease aun’ %/11 impacte/12 impact/12 aun“ / 11 lopecte/ 12 impsct/12 income eaploymeat econony/13 iacome eaployment economy/13 

1.40 

2.00 0.60 79525.00 -47237.85 -0.25 38985.00 2672.22 -0.30 -73962.07 -0.55 0.10 -117324.90 3.01 0.96535 

4,00 2.60 79525.00 -204697.35 -1.07 389865.00 -115804.94 -1.32 -320502.29 -2.39 © -0.45 2306407. 90 13.00 -0.717401 

6.00 4.60 7525.00 -362156.85 1% 3656.00 -204885.67 2.55 -367062.52 1.22 -0.80 699490. 90 2.00 126247 

8.00 6.60 79525.00 -519616.35 -2.71 38985.00 -293966.39 -3.35 -813582.74 6.06 -1.15 -1290573.90 -33.09 1.62109. 


79525 USFS AUN’s 
38965 Am“. 
70868070 County Inc. 
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Table 3. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(decrease in grazing in response to fee increases), /14 Gunnison County, Colorado. 


7 


5 


Begative Decrease 


response te ia vee of deget ive Wegative Negative Totel Vederel grasing fee 
fee incresse public impact nag at ive response to Decrease impact on Wegative effect (decreased use) 
Cres ing rot al on use of grasiag on local impact oa fee increase in use of local ispact on ca 
Grasing fee USFS Federal ia personal local Total or Federal BLM land personal locel pereonal Local 
tee increase AUA %/11 aun “/ 10 Ad“ lane one / 1 3 cg lot BLM AUM’s AUM’s/14 AUM’s income euployment income employment 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 79525.00 0. 0 101.00 4239.37 0.32 358983. 00 0. 04 1359.40 1674.74 0.23 -31054.11 0.772683 
4.00 2.60 79525. 00 0.17 113319.23 143602. 32 2. 20 38985. 00 0.17 6627.45 7177.64 1.00 -216979.96 23.283912 
6.00 4.60 79525.00 0.30  -23857.50 236 943.26 2.89 389685. 00 0.30 -11695.50 1235960. 34 1.91 -382905.61 23.793139 
8.00 6.60 79525. 00 0.41 -34195.75 2368268. 23 3.37 38985. 00 0.43 116763.35 -180543.43 2.73 -548831.66 8.306366 


Thie wae treated se a decrease in tote l expenditures om ranch related items lees the amount that ie purchased by the Livestock Sector from the Feed and Cres ing Sector. 

The per AUM expenditure wae colculsted ve ing the total receipte per AUM for the eres Tote! receipts per public grazing unit are $15.95 (1977 dollere), based on Kerry Cee e ranch 
budgete, Economic Reseerch Service, Coloredo stete University, Fort Colline, Colorado. A decresse in final demand in the ranching sector results in u decrease of $10.77 of local 
personal iscose for a public greasing AUM. The corresponding local employment decrease ie .000163 per AUM for public greasing. 


0 


15.95 Receipts AUN 
10.97 Pere Tac - An 
0.000163 Bap - AUK 
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Table 4. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(decreased grazing and reduced ranchers” income impact), Gunnison County, Colorado. 


BLN Tote! Federe) Combined effect of (e- 
Total local Total Voce! sepact of tederea' creased use d decicased Percent 


Totel local employment Tote! locel employment gresing fee increase income due to higher fees /e Incove 


Grazing incom leet loet due lac one loet lost due (decressed income‘ Toca! decrease 
Graaging lee due to fee to fee due to fee te fee Fereonal Tocel persons | Loce! in locel 
feel} increase increacse/I6 increase/16 increane/16 increase/Ib ice /I? employar/i? inc oe eaployeent econcay/1) 


1.40 

2.00 60.80 -453948.36 0.26 2215.25 0.29 771001. 58 0.31 12205%.69 0.7) 0. 17 
4.06. 2.60 -169898.80 -0.89 -96118.10 -1.09 -266016.90 1.90 -6829% .86 -3.28 -0.68 
6.00 4.60 ~-253509.79 1.12 1419.97 1.061 90929. -2.96 2775613. 37 5.80 1.10 
5. 00 9.60 2911.37 1.35 167560. 64 1.91 -463742.16 1.45 -1012573.62 8.31 1.40 
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Table 1. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(per AUM) Owyhee County, Idaho, I-O model (USFS IMPLAN). /1 


Decrease Rengelend iuprovement Local government (252 
Grazing ie fund / (302) Local Community Tocet Community 


Community Tote! fecal Total 


Cres ing fee renchere Commusity laprovement Community government income government imeome Locel income personel local 
fee/2 increase income/3 impact /A fund iepact/6 expenditure impact seleries impact expenditure iwpact income enploynent 

ae 878 — —— . a —.— 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.25 0.30 0.17 0.06 0.03 0.09 0.04 0 0 -0.33 0.000002 
4,00 2.60 -2.60 -1.09 1.30 0.74 0.28 0.15 0.37 0.16 0 0 2.20 0.000007 
6.00 4.60 -4.60 -1.93 2.30 4.31 0.49 0.26 0.66 0.28 0 0 -4,03 0.000012 
7.96 6.58 6.30 2.63 3.29 1.88 0.71 0.37 0.94 0.39 a 0 0 -3.37 0.000024 

(BLM Sect. 3) (Sece. 15 le similer to 6878/10 
Rangelend improvement (502) Local government (12. 31) Federal treasury (37.52%) 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.25 0.30 0.17 0.03 0.02 0.06 0.02 0 0 -0.60 »0. 000001 
4.00 2.60 2.60 1.09 1.30 0.74 0.14 0. 07 0.289 0.08 0 0 -2.62 -0.000005 
6.00 4.60 4.60 -1.93 2.30 1.31 0.25 0.13 0.33 0.14 0 0 -4.63 ». 000009 
7.98 6.58 -6.58 -2.76 3.29 1.88 0.35 0.18 0.47 0.20 0 0 -6 .62 -0.0000)3 
Distributions stay the same; all increases go to the Federal Treasury (USFS aod BLM) /8 

1.40 
2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.25 -0.85 -0.000016 
4.00 2.60 2.60 1.09 : -3.69 —0. 00006 8 
6.00 4.60 4.60 -1.93 l 6.33 0.000121 
7.98 


6.58 -6.38 2.70 9.34 0.000173 


0.42 Pers Cone la 

0.37 Range lap lu 

0.52 Locel Cove Ie 
0.00002630 Pers Cons Lap 
0.00003670 Range Imp Emp 
0.00002700 Local Gove Emp 
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Table 2. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases, 
Owyhee County, Idaho. Assumes no decrease in grazing on federal lands. /9 


otel federal greasing Percent Totel federe! greasing fee impact 
fee increase lacome when all incresees go to the 
vers loca! Total Local Total BLN impect decrease Federal Treasur Percent 
Crasing Totel personel ders local persosal local Local la the Local Decrease 
Cresiag fee vers income employsent Totel BLN income eeployment personal Local locel persone! Locel in locel 
fee/2 increase AUM’s/11 impecte/12 impect/12 AUM’e/11 impacte/12 impsact/12 loc os employment economy/13 income employment economy/13 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 0 0 OQ 372322.00 -224705.64 0.44 -2247035.64 -0.44 0.62 -317218.34 -3.88 -0.876135 
4.00 2.60 0 9 0 372322.00 -973724.42 -1.90 -973724.42 -1.90 2.69 -1374612.82 25.46 21.796 567 
6.00 4.60 0 0 0 372322.00 1722743. 20 3.36 1722763. 20 3.30 -4.76 2432007. 30 45.00 717036 
7.98 6.58 0 6 0 372322.00 -2464271.80 ~4.80 -2464271.80 -4.80 -6.81 -34678827 .64 64.43 9.606285 
O USFS aun“ 


372322 BLM/AUM‘e 
36206544 Couaty Inc. 
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Table 3. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(decrease in grazing in response to fee increases), /14 Owyhee County, Idaho. 


Negative 


response to in wee of  Megative Wegative Negative Total Federal grasing fee 
fee increase iepace feeponee to Oecrease impact on Wegative effect (decreseed use) 
or ar ing on use of on local fee increase im use of locel impact on oca — 
Crazing fee Federal personal Total or Federal AL lend personal locel persons!) Lece! 
fee increase aun 6/1 income/15¢ ewployment BLM Aun“e  AUN’s/i4 AUM’s income employment incose emp loywent 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 0 -0.05 0 0 0 372322.00 -0.05 218616.10 -205521.74 5.7 -205521.74 3.733739 
4.00 2.60 0 0.20 0 0 0 372322.00 0. 20 7446.40 -822086.98 22.9% 822086.99 22.933033 
6.00 4.60 0 -0.35 0 0 0 372322.00 0.35 -130312.70 11386 52.21 40.14 16366 52.21 40.136912 
7.98 6.58 0 -0.50 0 0 0 372322.00 -0.30 -1866161.00 -2055217.44 -37.34 -2035217.44 237.3373588 


*Thie wee trested as e decrease is total expenditures om ranch related items lese the amount that ie purchased by the Livestock Sector from the Feed and Grasing Sector. 
The per AUM expenditure wee calculated ueing the tote) receipte per AUM for the eres 


budgets, Econowic Research Service, Colorado State Univeroity, Port Collins, Coloredo. 
personal income for a public greasing AUN. 


186.23 Receipts AUM 
11.04 Pere Ime - AUM 


0.000308 Eep - AUM 


Total receipts per public grazing unit are $18.23 (1977 dollars), based on Kerry Gee’s reach 


A decrease ia final demand in the renching sector resuite in d decrease of $11.04 of local 


The corresponding local employment decrease is .000308 per AUM for public grazing. 
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Table 4. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 


(decreased grazing and reduced ranchers” income impact), Owyhee County, Idaho. 


eres ing 
Gresing fee 
fee/3 le resse 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 
4.00 2.60 
6.00 4.60 
7.98 6.58 


Totel local 
Total lecel employment Tetel lecel employweat 


luce lest 
40 te fee 


facresse/16 increacse/16 increase/16 eres / 


@ -213470.35 
9 -778979.53 
@ 111763. 08 
9 192133. 90 


Tetel Pederal Coubined effect of de- 
impact of Federal cressed woe 6 decresced Percent 


tren iet fee incresse income due to higher fees / 10 lacome 
(decreased income) “Leal decrecce 


Vereoual DNF porn Local ie local 


lac /I] employnt/1) loco ep lowest econony/13 


213470. 33 0.42 412992. 10 3.73 1.1 
-778979.53 1. 31 -1601066.31 22.94 4.42 
2.10 111763. 00 1.10 2356433. 29 40.14 7.07 
2.40 -1232135.90 2.40 -3287353.34 37.4 9. 06 
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Table 1. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(per AUM) Beaverhead County, Montana, I-O model (USFS IMPLAN). /1 


Decrease Rangeland isprovement Local goverament Vederal treseury (252) 
Crasing in fund! (502%) Local Community Local Community Community Yote! lecel tot al 
Cros ing fee reachere Community leprevesent Community government income government income Local income per son lecal 
fee/2 iacreese income/3 = impact /. fuad impect/6 expenditure impact ealeries lapaet expenditure impact iacome employment 

Err Ü ˙uT—.. ...... var ——. Dr a . 

1.40 

2. 00 0.60 -0.60 -0.40 0.30 0.20 0.06 0.04 0.09 0.06 0 0 9.62 ». 000003 

4.00 2.60 -2.60 -1.74 1.30 0.86 0.28 0.19 0.37 0.25 0 0 2.66 0.000020 

6.00 4.60 -4.60 -3.08 2.30 1.52 0.49 0.33 0.66 0.44 0 0 -4.34 0.000033 

8.00 6.60 6.60 4.42 3.30 2.18 0.71 0.48 0.94 0.63 0 0 6.60 0.000050 

(BLM Sect. 3) (Sect. 15 ie similer to 6878/10 
Rangelend isprovement 302) Local government (12.52) Federal treasury (37.52) 

1.40 

2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.40 0.30 0.20 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.03 0 0 -0.71 0. 000010 

4.00 2.60 -2.60 -1.76 1.30 0.86 0.14 0.09 0.19 0.12 0 0 -3.08 0.000042 

6.00 4.60 -4.60 -3.08 2.30 1.52 0.25 0.37 0.33 0.22 0 0 3.43 -0.000074 

8.00 6.60 -6.60 -4 42 3.30 2.16 0.35 0.24 0.47 0.32 0 0 7.62 -0.000106 

0 
Distributions stey the meme; all incresses go to the Federal Treasury (USFS end BLM)/8 

1.40 

2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.40 1.00 0.000027 

4.00 2.60 -2.60 -1,76 . 34 0.00011 

6.00 4.60 4.60 3.08 7.66 »0. 000206 

8.00 6.60 6.60 1.42 11.02 -0.000295 


0.67 Pere Cone le 

0.66 Reage fap Ie 

0.67 Local Covet Ie 
0.00004470 Pere Cons Lap 
0.00004150 Renge lep Lap 
0.00004000 Locel Covt ep 


Votes 
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Table 2. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases, 
Beaverhead County, Montans. Assumes no decrease in grazing on federal lands. /9 


Total federal greasing Percent Totel federal greasing fee impact 


fee increase Income whee ell 
vors local Total Local tot al BLM lapeet decrease ö om 

Graning Totel personal USFS loce! personel locel focal in the Loca Dec: ease 

Groring fee ders income employwen: Totel BLM income eeployment personal Local local personal Local in ocel 
fee/2 increase Aun’ e/1il impecte/12 impact/12 aun %/11 impacte/12 impact /12 income employment econony/13 income employment econvey/13 
— —— ͤ—-—¼ — —0 0e — — — — —— — 

1.40 

2.00 0.60 69267.00 -35179.37 -0.41 06472.00 1401.39 -0.63 116660. 96 1.2 0.24 176110. 52 4.71 —0. 161634 

4.00 2.60 69287.00 -239110.39 -1.76 06472.00 -266420.23 -3.60 -505530.82 -3.36 ~1.04 763113. 30 20.41 1.67062 

6.00 4.60 69287.00 ~-423041 .61 “3.11 6472.00 -471358.87 -6.36 -8694400.68 9.47 1.64 -1350180.64 36.14 —. 7572325 

8.00 6.60 69287.00 -606973.03 -4.47 86472.00 -676297.51 -9.13 -1283270,56 13.39 2.64 137213. 70 31.8335 -3.977977 


69287 ders AUN’s 
66472 / aun! „ 
486986514 County lac. 


cL” 


Table 3. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(decrease in grazing in response to fee increases), /14 Beaverhead County, Montana. 


nog at ve Decrease 


response to ia use of Negative Hege t ve Negative Total Federal greasing fee 
fee increase public impact nge t ive response 40 Decresse ipect o WHegetive effect (decreased use) 
Sr as int rot al on use of greasing on local impact oa fee increase in use of loca} impact on ca 
Grazing fee srs Federal ie personal local Total or Federal LM lend personal local pet Son! Local 
fee iocrease AUM’e/II1 AunM’e/14 An“ incone / 1 3e employment BLM AUM’s An“ /14 AUN’ „ income emp loynent iacome euplo; went 
sealed a 
a 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 89287. 00 0. 04 3371.40 23696482 1.12 86472. 00 0.04 3458.68 233799, 41 1.06 7276.21 2.200303 
4.00 2.60 99287. 00 0.17 -215178.79 -157100.48 -4.75 86472. 00 0.7) 1700.26 -152147.48 -4.60 -309247.96 9.332136 
6.00 6.60 89267 .00 -0.31 -27678.97 -286477.34 9.66 86472. 00 0.3 -26806.32 -277465.41 -8.39 -363922.75 17.633696 
8.00 6.60 89287. 00 0.46 -39286.28 406613. 00 12.30 866072. 00 9.46 238047.66 -393793.49 11.51 -800406.49 26.203330 


*This wee treated es a decrease in totel expenditures om vanch related items lese the emount that ie purchased by the Livestock Sector fros the Feed and Grazing Sector. 

The per AUM expenditure wee calculated useing the total receipte per AUM for the area Tote) receipts per public gros ing unit are $19.06 (1977 doliass), based on Kerry Cee e ranch 
budgets, Economic Research Service, Colorado stete University, Fort Col line, Colorado. A decrease ie final demand im the ranching sector resuite in e decrease of $10.35 

personal income for a public grazing AUM. The corresponding local employment decrease is .000313 per AUM for public grazing. 


19.06 Receipte AUN J 
10.35 Pere Inc - AUM 
0.000313 Bap - AUN 


€Z 


Table 4. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 


(decreased grazing and reduced ranchers” income impact), Beaverhead County, Montana. 


Tetel Pederal Combined effect of de- 

Totel lecel Totel locel impact of Federal cresced wee & decressed Perceat 

Total locel employment Totel lecel employment grvsing fee iacresse income due to higher fee /e lacone 

Grasing income lost lest due income lost lost due (decreased income) . — !A 

Grasieg fee due to fee to fee due to fee to fee ereona ca per Local ia locel 
fee/3 increase § increase/16 iecresse/16 increase/16 increase/16 incowe/1? employat/i? iac o eupioyweat ecoacay/i3 

1.40 

2.00 0.60 -352972.19 “0.39 -5$9022.33 0.0 1119.32 “1.19 -§66756.75 1.20 -0.38 

4.00 2.60 19646 1.79 1.46 -221128.79 2.90 419590. 36 1.4% 2728038. 34 9.33 1.30 

6.00 4.60 -291696.85 -2.15 -325237.62 4.39 -617136.47 6.54 -11861059.22 17.03 2.43 


8.00 6.60 -339904.89 2.30 -378726.61 3.11 -718631.50 7.61 -1519037.99 24.21 3.12 


VL 


Table 1. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of 
(per AUM) Elko County, Nevada, I-O model (USFS IMPLAN). /1 


enge lead improvement 


Pedere) teeseury (252) 


kund / (301) Local Community Local Comaunity Community Total fecal 
eprovement Community government income governaent income Locel ine ose personel 
fund impact/6 expenditure impact salaries impact expenditure impact income 
- — — -ispact/7 
vs — —— — —— — —— — — eee 
0. 30 0.21 0.06 0.05 0.09 0.06 0 0 0.61 
1.30 0.90 0.28 0.21 0.37 0.23 0 0 2.60 
2.15 1.48 0.46 0.34 0.6) 0.42 0 0 4.37 
(BLM Sect. 3) (Sece. 15 is similar to USFS)/10 
Rengeland improvement (501) Local governaent (12.52) Federal treasury (37.31) 
0.30 0.21 0.03 0.02 0.06 105 0 0 -0.71 
1.30 0.90 0.14 0.10 9.19 0.33 0 0 -3.06 
2.15 1.48 0.23 0.17 0.33 0. 0 0 3.05 
Distributione stay the seme; all iseressee go to the Federal Treasury (USFS end BLM)/A 
-1.01 
0 4.37 
7.22 


Decrease 
Grazing ie 
Cresiog fee ceanchere Community 
fee/2 increase lac oe /] impact/4 

1.40 
2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.41 
4.00 2.60 -2.60 -1.77 
$.70 4.30 -4.30 -2,92 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 0.60 0.41 
4.00 2.60 2.60 -1.77 
5.70 4.30 -4.30 -2.92 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.41 
4.00 2.60 -2.60 -1.77 
5. 70 4.30 -4.30 -2.92 
0.68 Pere Cone Ie 
0.69 Range lap Ie 
0.74 Local Govt Io 

0.00003620 Pers Cone Emp 

0.00003740 Range lep Zep 

0.00003540 Locel Cove Zap 


grazing fee increases 


rot el 
locel 
euployment 


0.000002 
0. 000009 
0. 000013 


0. 000000 
0.000027 
0. 000043 


0. 0000 % 


0.000136 


4 


84 


Table 2. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases, 


Elko County, Nevada. Assumes no decrease in grazing on federal lands. /9 
5 Total federal grasing Pere eat Total federal grazing fee impact 
fee increase lacome when ell increases go to the 
ders local Total Local Totel BLM iepect decrease Federel Treseur Percent 

Crasing Total personal Diers local pereonal local Tal csc cs rn Tocel Decreese 

eres ing fee dars income esployseat Totel in income eaploywent personal Local local personal Local ia local 
fee/2 increase aun’ e/11 impecte/12 impect/12 AUM’e/11 tepacte/12 impect/12 income employment economy/13 income employment econosy/1) 

1.40 

2.00 0.60 78001.00 -48039.45 -0.17 67482.00 -67596.07 -0.42 -95635.32 -0.59 -0.08 -147453.26 3.16 -0.117563 
4.00 2.60 7680).00 -2086170.97 -0.72 67482.00 -206249.62 -1.863 -414420.59 -2.54 0.31 -638964.14 -43.77 -0.509440 
5.70 4.30 78801.00 -344282.75 1.18 67482.00 1105.15 -3.02 -685387.90 -4.20 -0.55 -1056748.39 22.77 0.642536 


78801 USFS aun 
67482 BLM/AUN’s 
125424740 Couaty Iac. 


~ 
Oo 


Table 3. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(decrease in grazing in response to fee increases), /14 Elko County, Nevada. 


Negative Becrease : 
response to in use of Negative | - Wegative Negative Total Federal greasing fee 
fee increase public impect Negative tesposee (e Decresse iwpect on Negative effect (decreased vee) 
Cr as ig rot al on use of grosing on local impact on fee iecrease ie use of local i@pect os Local 
Crasing fee USFS Federal ia personel locel Totel or Federe) BLN lend personal local per son Lecel 
fee increase AU“ / aun “s / 10 AUM’s income/15® employment SLM AUN’s aun“ /14 aun“ s income enploynent income employment 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 7860! .00 -0.07 3516.07  -5$9187.43 -1.57 67482. 00 0. 0) 6723.76 —30665.73 1.35 -109673.36 2.918346 
4.00 2.60 78801 .00 -0.30 -23640.30 -253660.42 6.74 67482, 00 0.30 -20244.60 21722436 3.77 -470884.98 12.307197 
5.70 1.30 78801. 00 -0.50 239400.30 -422767.37 -11.23 67482.00 0.350  -33761.00 -362040.93 -9.62 784808. 30 -20.845328 


*Thie wae treated ae @ decrease in tote! expenditures ow ranch related items lees the emount that ie purchased by the Livestock Sector from the Feed and Grasing Sector. 

The per AUM expenditure was calculated using the totel receipts per AUM for the sree Totel receipte per public grazing unit are $18.23 (1977 dollers), based on Kerry cee e ranch 
budgets, Economic Research Service, Colorado State University, Fort Col line, Colorado. A decrease in final demand in the ranching sector results in a decrease of $10.73 of local 
personal income for e public grazing AUM. The corresponding locel employment decrease is .000285 per AUM for public grazing. 


18.23 Receipts Abu 2 
10.73 Pere Inc - AUN 
0.000285 emp - AUN 


N 


Table 4. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of-grazing fee increases 
(decreased grazing and reduced ranchers” income impact), Elko County, Nevada. 


usrs Totel Federal Combined effect of de- 


LM 
— . 8—6—oůÜͥ᷑ñœ ᷑ ——————— 
Toto local rot al loca! ipect of Federal creased use & decreased Percent 


Total local employment Totel local employmen: grezing fee increase income due to higher 122211 Income 
Gresieg income lost lost due income lost lost due ‘decreased income) oca decrease 


Grazing fee due to fee to fee due to fee to fee er sone Local personal Locel in local 
tee /) increase increace/16 iscresse /e incresse/16 increase/i¢ incume/1? employmt/17 income euploysent econony/13 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 -44676.69 0.15 -44264.34 -0.39 68941 .03 -0.55 -1988614.20 -2.92 -0.16 
4.00 2.60 -145719.68 0.30 -144374.74 “1.28 9009441 -1.78 -760979.39 “12.51 -0.61 
$.70 4.30 -172141.38 0.39 -170552.57 “1.51 -342693.95 -2.10 -1127502.24 -20.85 -0.90 


Table 1. Estimated local community. personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(per Abu) Catron County, New Mexico, I-O model (USFS IMPLAN). /1 


Decrease enge lend iaprovenent Local government (252) Tederal treaeury (252) 
Grezing in fund/S (502) Local Community Local Community Community Tote! eee! Total 
Crosing fee renchers Community Yaprovesent Commnity government income government incose Local income pereoaal lecal 

fee/2 increase inc os /] impact /4 t und impact/6 expenditure impact salsries impact expenditure impact incowe eeploynent 
USFS--- ----------- -------- — — — none — — — — . 

1.40 
2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.19 0.30 0.23 0.06 0.02 0.09 0.03 0 0 9.2 9.000012 
4.00 2.60 -2.60 -0.81 1.30 0.99 0.28 0.10 0.37 0.11 0 0 1.63 90.000032 
6.00 4.60 -4.60 -1.43 2.30 1.75 0.49 0.18 0.66 0.20 0 0 9.24 9.000092 
6.26 4.66 -4.86 -1.51 2.43 1.83 0.52 0.19 0.69 0.21 0 0 -3.42 0. 000057 

(BLM Sect. J) (Sece. 15 ie sisiler to 6876/10 
Rangeland imaprovenent 1501) Local government (12.32) Federal treasury (37.52) 

1.40 
2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.19 0.30 0.23 0.03 0.01 0. 0% 0.0) 0 0 0.69 9.000011 
4.00 2.60 -2.60 -0.61 1.30 0.99 0.14 0.05 0.19 0.06 0 0 2.13 0.000046 
6.00 4.60 -4.60 -1.43 : 2.30 1.75 0.25 0.09 0.33 0.10 0 0 2.76 0.000081 
— 6.26 4.86 4.86 1.31 2.43 1.85 0.26 0.09 0.35 0.11 0 0 -3.97 0.000086 

Dietributione stey the same; all increases go to the Federal Treasury (USFS and BLM)/8 
1.40 5 

2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.19 9.79 . 000012 
4.00 2.60 -2.60 -0.61 -3.41 -0.00005) 
6.00 4.60 4.60 -1.43 ~6.03 -0.000090 
6.26 4.86 4.86 1.31 6.37 »0. 000095 


0.31 Pere Cone la 

0.76 Range lap ie 

0.36 Local Govt In 
0.00001950 Pere Cone Eup 
0. 0000 5610 Range lep Leap 
0.00003040 Locel Govt kap 


Table 2. Estimated local commnity personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases, 
Catron County, New Mexico. Assumes no decrease in grazing on federal lands. /9 


—— | —— H — — 


Total federal greasing Percent Totel federal grazing fee impact 


fee increase Income when all increases go to the 
USFS locel rot al Local Totel BLN impect 4 a 0 
Grazing Total personel! USFS locel personel local r . ee a teent 
Grazing fee USFS income employment Tote! BLN income employment personal Local local personal Local i si 
tee/2 increase AUM’e/11 impects/12 ispact/12 Un“ / 11 tepacts/12 ispect/ 12 income employment economy/13 income euploywent 3 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 165063.00 -69784.51 1.98 $6339.00 -47243.44 1.02 -117027.95 3.00 -0.92 -205461.97 -3.06 -1.608892 
4.00 2.60 1650.00 -302399.54 8.60 96339.00 -204721.58 4.4) -507121.12 13.01 -3.97 -890335.21 “13.25 6.9716 
5.00 4.60 165963.00 3350158 15.21 569.00 1219972 7.80 -897214.29 23.01 -7.03 -1575208.45 23.45 12.324846 
6.26 6.86 16 %3.00 -565254.53 16.07 6.0% 1267186 8.24 7926.40 24.31 7.42 -1664241.97 24.77 43.627077 


J 165063 USFS aun. 
0 96339 BLM/AUM’e 
12770400 County Inc. 


Table 3. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(decrease in grazing in response to fee increases), /14 Catron County, New Mexico. 


-- 


netz ot ive Decrease 
response to in uee of fegt ive negative neget ive Tote! Federal grazing fee 
fee increase public impact Negative response to Decresse impact on Megative effect (decreased use) 
Crasing rot al on use of greziag on local impact on fee increase in use of local i@pect on 7 
Cresing fee USFS Federal ia pereonel locel Total or Federal BLM land personal does! per sosse! Local 
fee imcrease AUN “ e/11 aun“ / 1 AUM’ e loco / 13 employment BLM AUM’s aun / 10 AUM’s income ewployment § incowe euployment 
1.40 ‘ 
2.00 0.60 16506. 00 0. 0 9903.78 449320. 62 1.27 96339. 00 0. 06 3780.06  -28786.09 0. 74 -78106.92 2.007367 
4.00 2.60 16 506. 00 0.27 4367.01 -221943.71 3.70 96339.00 -0.27 <=26028.33 -129537.42 2.31 —331461.139 -9.034033 
6.00 4.60 16 506. 00 0.47 277379.61 -386346.46 -9.93 96339 .00 0.47 +-45279.33 -225491.06 3.60 -611637.32 -25.7259465 
6.26 4.86 16 5063. 00 0.350 -82531.50 411006. 87 10. 36 96339. 00 0.30  -48169.50 -239884.11 -6.17 -650890.968 -16.729728 


08 


erbie was treated as e decresse in totel expenditures on ranch related items lees the amount thet ie purchased by the Livestock Sector froe the Feed and Grazing Sector. 

The per AUM expenditure wes calculated using the totel receipte per AUM for the area Total seceipte per public greasing unig are $12.41 (1977 dollers), based on Kerry Cee s ranch 
budgets, Economic Research Service, Colorado State University, Fort coll ine, Colorado. A decrease in final demand in the reaching sector reeuite ia a decrease of $4.98 of local 
personal income for @ public grazing AUM. The corresponding loca! emp lo ent decrease ic .000126 per AUK for public greasing. 


9 
11.1 Receipts AUN 
4.98 Pere Inc - AUM 
0.000128 Zap - AUN 


(eA Ske 
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Table 4. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(decreased grazing and reduced ranchers” income impact), Catron County, New Mexico. 


osrs BLA Totel Pederel Combined effect of de- . 

otel lece Totel local impact of Federal creased use & decreased Percent 

Tetel lecel plett Toetel locel euploeyment grazing fee incresse income due to higher fees fs Iecome 

Gresing iscome lost lost due iscowe lost lost due (decreased incone) Local decrease 

Cresiag fee due to fee te fee due to fee to fee Fereooal Local personel Local ie locel 
fee/3 fmccease § incresee/16 increese/16 increace/16 incresse/16 income/1) eaploymt/i? facome euployweat ecoaony/1) 

a eee 
1.40 0 

2.00 0.60 -65597.44 1.86 -44408.83 0.96 11000627 2.02 -166113.19 -2.01 1.47 
4.00 2.60 -220751.67 6.27 ~-149446.75 3.22 -3701986.42 9.49 -721679.35 -9.03 23.65 
6.00 4.60 -283557.72 8.06 -191965.85 4.11 473323.37 12.19 1067561. 10 13.73 -8.51 
6.26 4.86 -262627.26 8.03 -191335.94 4.12 -473963.20 12.15 -11246854.16 -16.73 -6.8) 


28 


Table 1. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(per AUM) Billings County, North Dakota, I-O model (USFS IMPLAN). /1 


era —— eee — — en 
Decrease . Rengeland improvement __ Local Asneraeess (232) Federe 252) 
Crasing le fyund/$__ (302) Locel Community ce Oumunity Community Total fecal Totel 
Cresing fee taachere Community Improvement Community governmeat income goveresent income Local income per sos locel 
fee/2 iacresse income/3 = impact /4 fund iepeact/6 expenditure impact salaries iepact expenditure impact income eup loynent 
Ee aE on ..,. .. 8 days: —- ͤ ꝗꝗẽͥꝗ ,!» eee 
2.86 “ 
4.00 1.16 1.14 0.29 _ 0.57 0.29 0.12 0.03 0.16 0.04 0 0 -0.90 0.000012 
6.00 3.14 -3.14 -0.79 1.57 0.79 0.34 0.09 0.45 0.11 0 0 2.49 0.000033 
8.00 5.14 -3.14 -1.29 2.37 1.29 0.55 0.15 0.73 0.18 0 0 -4.08 0.000054 
(BLM Sect. 3) (Sect. 13 le siwiler to 873% 10 
Reagelend improvement (502) Local goveramest (12.352) Federal treasury (37. 31) 
2.86 
4.00 1.1 1.14 -0.29 0.37 0.29 0.06 0.02 0.08 0.02 0 0 1.02 0.000009 
6.00 3.14 -3.14 -0.79 1.37 0.79 0.17 0.03 9.22 0. 06 0 0 2.81 0.000026 
8.00 5.14 3.14 1.29 2.37 1.29 0.28 0.07 0.37 0.09 0 0 4.61 0.000043 
Dietributione stay the seme; eli increases go to the Federal Treseury (USFS snd ALM)/8 
2.86 
4. 00 1.14 1.14 0.29 1.43 —0. 000022 
6.00 3.14 3.14 0.79 3.995 0.000061 
8.00 5.14 35.14 1.29 6.43 0.000100 


0.23 Pers Come In 

0. 30 Bange lep In 

0.27 Locel Gove Ila 
0.00001950 Pers Cone Emp 
0.00004420 Range isp Eup 
0. 0000 2030 Local cost Eup 


Table 2. Estimated local commnity personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases, 
Billings County, North Dakota. Assumes no decrease in grazing on federal lands. /9 


nnn Borcomt foto! federel gracing fee inpact 


Totel federal greasing Percent Totel federe! grazing fee impact 


— 


fee increase Iseo when all iscressee ge te the 

USFS locel Totel Local Total BLM impact decrease Federal Tressur Ferceat 

Grazing rot ol personel USFS local personal locel Local im the Local Decrease 

Grosing fee vors income exployaest Totel Mn iacome employment personal Local locel per eon! Local in locel 
tee/2 iecrease AUM’s/I1 iepecte/12 iepect/12 = AUM’s/11 impecte/12 impact/12 income employment economy/1} income euploywent / 

EEE ae a a a — — — 
2.86 

4.00 1.14 122528.00 -110746.81 1.47% 0 0 0 110/46. 1.47 1.20 -174602.40 2.71 1.80433 

6. 00 2.14 122528.00 -305039.46 4.0% 0 0 0 2105039. 40 4.04 -3.30 -480922.40 27.30 -%$.207037 

8.00 5.1% 122528,00 -499332.11 6.62 0 0 0 245732. 6.62 -3.41 -787242.40 12.28 -8.523622 


122528 USFS AUM’e 
o BLM/AUM’s 
9236008 County lac - 


€8 


batty, TP 
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Table 3. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(decrease in gras ing in response to fee increases), /14 Billings County, North Dakota. 


netz at ive Decrease 


response to in uee of Negative Negative nag ot ive Totel Federal grasing fee 
fee increase public impact Hegatave response to Decrease impact on WMegative effect (decreased use? 
Cresing Totel on use of greasing on local \wpact on fee increase im wee of local impact on ca 
Gresing fee vsrs Federal ia persona) local Total or Federal OLA lead personel loce! personel Loco! 
tee lactesse An “eiii AUM’e/14 AUM’s incose / 13% employment BLM AUM’s Abu / 1 AU income enployeent iacome employment 


2.86 1 
4.00 1.16 122328. 00 0.10 12232.60  -74619.55 1.73 0 0. 10 0 5 0 0  -74619.33 1.72763 
6.00 3.14 122328. 00 0.29 233331.12 216796. 70 5.01 0 0.29 0 0 0 -216396.70 3.010 70 
8.00 3.16 122328. 00 0.47 -37588.16 -350711.89 6.12 0 0.67 0 0 0 235071169 -8.919991 


*Thie wae treated as a decrease is totel expenditures on ranch related iteme less the emount that ie purchased by the Livestock Sector from the Feed and Grasing Sector. 

The per AUM expeaditure wee calculated using the totel receipte per AUM for the eres Totel receipte per public grasing uait ere $12.08 (1977 gol lere) based on Kerry Gee's ranch 
budgets, Economic Research Service, Colorado State University, Fort Colline, Colorado. A decrease im final demand in the reaching eector results in a decrease of $6.09 of iocel 
personel income for a public grazing AUM. The corresponding locel employment decrease is . 000141 per AUM for public grazing. 


12.08 Receipts AUM 
6.09 Pere Inc - AUM 
0.000141 Emp - AUM 


1* 8 e 


88 


Table 4. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 


(decreased grazing and reduced ranchers’ income impact), Billings County, North Dakota. 


ee SCC Lk en 


usrs BLM Total Federal Combined effect of de- 

—ů—ůͤ Fotel fecal Total local impact of Federal creased wee & decreased Perceat 

Totel locel employeent Totel local employment grazing fee jacresse income due to higher fees/18 Incose 

GCrasing iacome lost lost due income lost lost due (decreased income) Local decrease 

Cresing fee due to fee to fee due to fee to fee ereone ca personal Local in local 

fee/3 iecresee increase/I6 increase/16 jecrease/16 iacrease/16 income/1? ewployat/17 income employment econony/13 

ee ee ts eee ee a —ͤ— —ñ— .. ae — — 

2.06 

4.00 1.14 -99672.13 1.32 0 0 7672.13 1.32 -174291.68 -1.73 -1.89 

6.00 3.14 -216578.02 2.87 0 0 -216578.02 2.67 -432974.72 -3.01 4.69 

8.00 5.14 -264646.02 3.51 0 0 -264646.02 3.31 -615357.91 -6.12 6.66 


.. ů —ä—ꝓ— . ‚ — / / — —— — 


U 4 * 
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Table 1. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(per AUM) Harney County, Oregon, I-O model (USFS IMPLAN). /1 


‘ 
— — —— 


Decrease Reagelend improvement Locel goverment (252) Vedera! treasury (252) 
Crasing ie end! (301) Local Community Local Community Comaunity Tote! eee! Total 
Cresing fee renchere Community Improvement Community government income governaent income Local income personal local 
fee/2 iecresse incowe/3 impact /4 fuad impact/6 expenditure impact salaries impact expenditure impact loc one emp loyaeat 
ü- eR ne a RR REE Fe TER REESE nn ee — iepect/7___impace/?_ 

— rn ̃ abun !,, ̃ ̃ . . — — 87 8— — 2 2 — • h — 5 — —— 

1.40 

2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.39 0.30 0.18 0.06 0.05 0.09 0.06 0 1 0.62 0. 000000 

4.00 2.60 2.60 1.69 1.30 0.78 0.28 0.20 0.37 0.24 0 0 2.69 0.000002 

6.00 4.60 4.60 2.99 2.30 1.38 0.49 0.36 0.66 0.43 0 0 -4.77 ». 000003 

7.70 6.30 -6.30 -4.10 3.15 1.69 0.68 0.49 0.90 0.58 0 0 6.33 —0. 000003 

(BLM Sece. 3) (Sect. 15 le isi ler to USFS)/10 
Rangelend improvement (301) Local government (12.52) Federa! treasury (37.52) 

1.40 

2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.39 0.30 0.18 0.03 0.02 0.06 0.03 0 0 -0.72 -0.000005 

4. 00 2.60 2.60 1.69 1.30 0.78 0.14 0.10 0.19 0.12 0 0 -3.10 -0.000021 

6.00 4.60 1.60 2.99 2.30 1.38 0.25 0.38 0.33 0.21 0 0 3.49 0.000036 

7.70 6.30 -6.30 -4.10 3.13 1.69 0.34 0.25 0.65 0.29 0 0 7.32 -0.0000$2 

Distributions stay the seme; all increases go to the Federal treasury (USFS ano BLM)/8 

1.40 

2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.39 0.99 0. 000020 

4.00 2.60 -2.60 -1.69 4.29 -0.000088 

6.00 4.60 -4.60 -2.99 A -7.59 -0.000156 

7.70 6.30 -6.30 -4.10 -10.40 -0,000214 


0.65 Pere Cone Ie 

0.60 enge lep Ia 

0.73 Locel Gove In 
0.00003400 Pere Cone Lap 
0.00003600 Range lep Lup 
0.00004160 Local Covet Lap 


£8 


Table 2. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases, 


Harney County, Oregon. Assumes no decrease in grazing on federal lands. 


— Tr! !... A .— — — — —T½— ee FU —˙ů— 
Total federal grasing 


USFS local 
Creziang Totel personal U8F8 local 
Gresing fee UsTs income esployment Totel BLN 
fee/2 increase aun %/11 impacts/12 impact/12 AUM’e/1) 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 26655.00 1669931 -0.01 323299. 00 
4.00 2.60 26855.00 -72364.56 0.05 323299. 00 
6. 00 4.60 26 355.00 -128029.60 0.09 323299. 00 
7. 70 6.30 26 855.00 -175344.89 0.11 323299. 00 


268655 USFS aun“ 
325299 BLM/AUM’e 
57547508 County lac. 


Local 
personal 

income 
iepecte/i2 


232888. 00 
—1009181.39 
-1785475.13 
-2445324 .63 


Totel In 
local 
ewployment 
impect/12 


-1.61 
6.90 
12.32 
16.86 


fee increase 
impact 


ca 
personel 
income 


249587 37 
- 1081546 .15 
~1913504.73 
~2620669.52 


Local 
employment 


— Ä —— V—b— 


19 


Percent Totel federe l grasing fee impact 


9.43 -348632.46 
1.86 -1510740.66 
3.3 2672848. 86 
4.35 366 0640.83 


lo cone whee all increases go to the ss 
decrease Pederel Treasur Perceak 

in the Local Decrease 

local personal Local is locel 
economy/13 = income eaploymeat economy/1) 


“7.18 -0.605817 
-31.13 -2.625206 
“$5.08 -4.644595 
273.43 -6.361976 
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Table 3. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases . 
(decrease in grazing in response to fee increases), /14 Harney County, Oregon. 


Negative 
response to 
fee incresee 


GCresiag Totel oe use of 
Gresing fee USFS Vederal 
fee increase AUM’e/I1 ADM’ e/14 
1.40 
2.00 0. 60 266355. 00 0.05 
4.00 2.60 26855.00 -0.19 
6.00 4.60 268655.00 -0.35 
7.70 6.30 26655.00 -0.50 


Decrease 
ia use of 
public 
grazing 
io 
AUM’e 


1342.75 
-3102.45 
9399.25 
-13427.50 


Negative 
ispect 

on local 

persone) 

income/15* 


5119.57 
-37653.59 
105835. 56 
-1511993.65 


Wegative Wegative 
Negative response de Decrease impact on 
tepact on fee increase ips wee of local 
local Total or Federal BLM lend personal 
employment BLM AUM’s 40 %/ 14 An“ e income 
0.7  325299.00 -@.03 1626.95 -163143.346 
1.40  325299.00 0.49  -618606.81 -695944.68 
-2.38 325299.00 0.35  -313854.65 1282003. 36 
3.69 J23299.00 0.30 -162649.50 -1631433.37 


eee — 


Negative 


local 
euploywent 


rot el Federal grazing fee 


effect (decreased use) 
igpect on Oca 
personal Local 
income euploywent 
-4.4° 198262. 70 ~& 042118 
17.00 -753398.27 -16.400047 
31.32 -1387838.9] 13.294623 
44.71 -1982627.02 48.421175 


*Thie vas treated ss s decrease in totel expenditures on ranch related itene lese the amount thet ie purchased by the Livestock Sector from the Feed and Greszing Sector. 
The per AUM expenditure ves calculated using the total receipte per AUM for the area 


budgets, Economic Research Service, Coloredo State University, Fort Colline, Colorado. 


personal income for ea public grasing AUM. 


18.23 Receipts AUM 
11.26 Pere fae - AUM 
0.000275 Bap - AUN 


Vata” 


Totel receipts ber public grazing unit are $16.23 (1977 dollars), based om Kerry Cee e ranch 
A decrease in final demand in the ranching sector results in a decrease of 811.26 of local 
The corresponding local eaploywent decrease is .000275 per AUK for public grazing. 


68 


Table 4. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee 
(decreased grazing and reduced ranchers’ income impact), Harney County, Oregon. 


inte —. rot ol Federal — effect of de- —ͤ—bl — — a 
tote loce Totel locel impact of Federal cressed use 6 decreased Percent 


Totel locel employment Totel locel employment grazing fee increase income due to higher fees/18 Income 
Local 


craig income lost lost due income lost lost due (decreased income) decrease 
Cres ag fee due to fee to fee due to fee to fee Personal Local personel Local in locel 
fee/3 iacrease jncrease/16 incresse/16 increase/16 increase/16 income/1? employat/17 income employment econoay / 13 
“rer ee EFT 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 -158664.54 0.01 -221243.66 21.54 -237108.19 -1.54 433570. 90 4.84 0. 7 
4.00 2.60 -56615.29 -0.04 -817437.09 -$.64 -876052.38 -5.68 -1629450.65 -18.40 -2.83 
6.00 4.60 -83219.24 -0.06 -1160558.83 -8.01 -1243778.07 -8.07 -2631616.99 -33.89 4.37 
7.70 6.30 -87672.44 -0.06 -1222662.32 -8.44 -1310334.76 -8.50 -329296! .78 48.42 5.72 


— — ——E—E—2— — 


increases 


Table 1. Estimated local commnity personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(per AUM) Fall River County, South Dakota, I-O model (USFS IMPLAN). /1 


06 


Decrease Rangeland ieprovement pila” a Local government (25% Federal | reseury (252) 
Crasing io fund/3_ (503) Loca Community Locel Community Comminity Total local Total 
Crazing fee renchere Community Improvement Community government income government income Local income pereonel locel 
fee/2 increese incowe/3} = impact / fund impeact/6 expenditure impact seleries impect @upenditure impact income euployment 
— — 2 2 2 K K K „ vsrs— 2 — — — B 72 2 2K — 2 2 
2.06 
4.00 1.14 1.1“ -0.68 0.37 0.31 0.12 0.07 0.16 0.10 0 ‘ 1.10 -0,000014 
6.00 3.14 -3.14 -1.68 1.57 0.86 0.34 0.19 0.45 0,27 0 v -3.26 —0. 000039 
9. 00 9.14 3.14 3. 06 2.57 1.41 0.33 0.31 0.73 0.44 0 0 3.33 —0. 000063 
(BLM Sect. 3) (Sect. 13 le isiler to USFS)/10 
enge lend improvement (502) Local government (12.52) Federal tveesury (37.52) 
2.06 
4.00 1.14 1.14 -0.68 0.37 0.31 0.06 0,03 0,08 0.05 0 0 1.35 . 00002. 
6.00 3.16 3.14 1.86 1.37 0.8 0.17 0.0 0.22 0.13 0 9 -3.71 0. 00006 
8.00 5.14 5.1 3.06 2.37 1.4 0.28 0.1 0.37 0.22 0 60 6.07 0. 0001 08 
Distributions etay the sse: oll increases go to the Federal Treasury (USFS and BLM)/A 
2.80 
4.00 1.14 -1.14 -0.68 1.62 -0,000053 
6.00 3.14 -3.14 1.86 5.02 —0. 000143 
8.00 5.10 3.14 -3.08 -8.22 —0. 000230 
o 
0.60 Pere Cone la 
0.55 Range lap in 
0.36 Local Cove In 
0.00004630 Pere Cone Ep 
0.00003660 Range tap ep 
0.00003530 Local Govt Eup 


1 e 
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Table 2. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases, 
Fall River County, South Dakota. Assumes no decrease in grazing on federal lands. 79 


— — —— •—œſe0 — — 
f Total federal grazing Percent Totel federel grazing fee impact 
fee increase Income when all increases go to the 


USFS local Total Local Total BLM impact decrease Federe! Treaew Ferceat 

Grasing Totel personal 878 locel personal loce l tec in che Local Decreese 

Cre ing fee uss income employment Total BLN income ep lowest persona) Local locel personal Local in local 
tee / increase aun % iwpacte/12 impect/12 AUM’e/11 impacte/12 impact/12 income employment economy/13} iacose eaploywent econony/13 


LS easiest assivensssnsareasastiasiasustsnaneapanesnest 


— — 


2.86 

4.00 1.14 80000. 00 -94556.16 “1.15 1279.00 1721.62 0.00 -96277.98 1.16 0.10 140232. 0 1.29 —0. 263463 
6.00 5.14 90000. 00 260444. 16 3.10, 1279.00 ~4742.57 -0.08 -265166.73 -3,24 0.31 408345. 70 11.62 -0.786C828 
8.00 5.14 60000.00 -426332.16 “3.1; 1279.00 -7763.31 “0.14 -434095.47 -$.31 -0.83 -668438.50 “19.36 1.278171 


80000 USFS aun! 
1279 BLN/AUM’s 
52296483 County Inc. 
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able 3. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases ; 
(decrease in grazing in response to fee increases), /14 Fall River County, South Dakota. 


Regative 


Decrease 


responce te in use of 


fee incresee 


Crasing Totel on woe of 
Crezing fee usrs Federal 
fee increase AUM’e/}1 AUM’e/14 
2.86 
4.00 1.10 80000. 00 0. 07 
6.00 3.14 80000.00 -0.19 
8.00 5.14 80000.00 -0.31 


public 
gresing 
in 
aun“ 


35600. C0 
13200. 00 
24800. 00 


— — 


— — — — ee 


nog ot ive Negative nag at ive Totel federal gros tag fee 
impact Negative response 8e Decresse impect on Negative effect (decreased use) 

on local impact on fee increase im use of local iepect on ce 

personal local Total or Pederal BLM land personel local pereonel Locel 
income/15* employment dn aun“ AUM’s/I4 AUK’ e income eup loyment income eaployeent 

-60312.00 -1.90 1279.00 0. 07 39.33 2964.20 0.00 -61276.2% 1.9340 

16706. 00 5.17 1279.00 -0.19 243.01 2617.22 0.08 »166 329.22 23.250623 
26 7096. 00 3.40 1279.00 0.31 396.49 4270. 20 0.11 271366. 20 8.565607 


*Thie ves trested ae a decrease in tote l expenditures on rench related items lese the smount that io purchased by the Livestock Sector from the Feed and Grazing Sector. 


The per AUM expenditure vas calculated using the total receipte per AUN for the eres 
budgets, Economic Research Service, Colorado State University, Fort Colline, Colorado. 


Total ceceipts per public grazing unit are $21.19 (1977 dJollers) baced on Kerry Gee s ranch 
A decrease in final demand in the renching sector resuite in a decrease of $10.57 „t local 


pereonel incose for e public grazing AUM. The corresponding local employwent decrease is .000340 per AUM for public grazing. 


21.19 Receipte AUM 
10.77 Pere Inc - AUN 
0.000340 Emp - AUK 


Vite 


£6 


f grazing fee increases 
Table 4. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact o 
(decreased grazing and reduced ranchers” income impact), Fall River County, South Dakota. 


Total Pederel Combined effect of de- 
Totel local Totel locel impect of Federal creased wee & decreased Perceat 
Totel locel employment Tete! local employment greasing fee iacresse income due to higher fees/18 Income 
Greaing income lost lost dve loco lost lost due (decreased income) Tocel decrease 
Crazing fee due to fee to fee due to fee to fee Fereonal Local pereoceal Local ia local 
fee/} increase increase/I6 increace/16 incresse/16 increase/I6 iacome/1? employat/1? income employment econony/13 
2.86 ‘ 
4.00 1.16 2777723 1.07 1601. 30 0.00 -89538.52 1.10 130814. 76 “1.93 „ 0.29 
6.00 1.16 -210959.77 -2.56 3641.46 0.07 —114801.23 2.65 2301122.) 3.25 -0.73 
8.00 5.14 -296169.19 1.37 -3356.68 -0.10 -299525.67 -3.66 2370692. 07 2.37 1.09 


wae 
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Table 1. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(per AUM) Millard County, Utah, I-O model (USFS IMPLAN). /1 


ran ing 
fee / 


0.72 
0.70 
0.69 
0.00004840 
0.000056 30 
0.00004790 


Decresse 

Grasing io 
fee renchere 
increase incone /] 


0.60 -0.60 
2.60 -2.60 
4.60 -4.60 
6.60 6.60 
0.60 -0.60 
2.60 -2.60 
4.60 -4.60 
6.60 6.60 
0.60 -0.60 
2.60 -2.60 
4.60 ~4.60 
6.60 6.60 


Pere Cove fea 
Renge leap io 
Locel Cove Ia 
Pere Cone Lap 
Reage lep Lap 
Local Govt Cap 


Community 
impect/4& 


Rangeland improvement (301) 


fund 


Racgelend improvenent 


fund/S (302) 
Taprovement Community 


0.30 
1.30 
2.30 
3.30 


iepect /6 


0.2 
0.91 
1.61 
2.31 


Commun i 
income 
impact 


ty 


locel 
expenditure 


(BLM Sect. 3) (Set. 13 fle similer to 6878/10 


Community Loco 
government iacome governsent 
expenditure impect ealeries 

0.06 0.04 9.09 
0.28 0.19 0.37 
0.49 0.34 0.66 
9.71 0.49 0.94 

Local governsent (12.32) 
0.03 0.02 0.04 
0.94 0.10 0.19 
0.25 0.47 0.33 
0.33 0.28 0.47 


0.03 
0.13 
0.24 
0.34 


Vedere! treasury (252) 
— pace ga oumunity Tots local 


income 
impact 


pet on 
income 


Federal treseury (37.52) 


Dietcibutione etay the seme; bl increases go to the-Pederal Treasury (USFS end 5180/8 


-0.73 
3.13 
3.37 
7.99 


1.03 
4.47 
7.91 
11.33 


Total 
locel 
emp loywent 


0. 00002) 
0. 000047 
0. 00006 6 


0.000029 
0. 0001 26 
0.000223 
0.000319 
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Table 2. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases, 
Millard County, Utah. Assumes no decrease in grazing on federal lands. /9 


— — 


; ye OO ee et ea 
Total federal gracing Percent Totel federal grasing fee impact 


fee increase Iecome whee ell increases go to the 
vors locei Total Local Totel SLM impect decrease Federal Trees Percent 
Cra ing rot al persone! 96s locel persona) local Locel ia the Local Decrease 
Grasiog fee vors income employweat Totel BLM income employment personel Locel local persons! Local in tocel 
fee/2 incresse abu e/11 impacte/12 impect/12 aun’e/i1 ipecte/ 11  iupact/12 income eeploywent economy/13 income employment econory/13 © 
ö — ˙ . a eae 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 20545.00 -12952.29 0.02 188968.00 -137231.87 -1.16 150164. le 1.18 0.35 -216217.42 6.06 0.501237 
4. 00 2.60 10543. 00 36 126.36 0. 07 188968.00 -594671.43 5.04 -650798.01 —3.11 1.31 -936942.14 26.37 2. 172029 
6.00 4.60 20545.00 -99300.87 0.13 188968.00 -1052110.99 8.91 11511186 9.04 2.67 1657666. 80 46.65 21.862620 
9.00 6.60 20545.00 -142475.16 0.19 188968.00 1509550. 33 12.79 1652025.71 11.97 23.63 2378391. 38 66.91 33.513611 


20545 bers aun“: 
188968 BLN/AUM’s 8 
43136730 Covaty Iac. 
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Table 3. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(decrease in grazing in response to fee increases), /14 Millard County, Utah. 


Crazing 
Crasing fee 
fee iacrease 

1.40 

2.00 0.60 
4.00 2.60 
6.00 4.60 
8.00 6.60 


Regative Decresee 

reeponse to im wee of Negative Wegetive Negative 
fee increase public impact Negative response de Decrease ispo ect on 

rot al oe use of gras ing on local impact on fee increase in wee of local 
usrs Federal is persona! local Totel or Federal OLN land personal 
aun %11 Aun / aun ia cose / 13% euployment DI AUM’s aun / Aun e income 

pera ys [ 

20545.00 -0.04 -621.60 411338. 07 0. 3 186966. 00 0.04 
20545. 00 -0.16 3287.20 -66152.29 1.51 188968. 00 -0.16 
20545.00 -0.29 3935.05 3651.02 2.37 1886968. 00 0.29 
20545. 00 -0.42 86 26.90 -121149.76 3.60 188568. 00 -0.42 


7558.72 -106124.43 
3023.66 -424497.72 
~34800.72 -769402.11 
-79366.56 1114306. 30 


Total Federal gresiag fee 
Negative effect (decreased vee) 
impact on ~ Local 
local persona) Loce l 
euployment income ep lo ent 


3.01 -317662.30 23.333447 
12.0 4706 30.00 13.541768 
21.81 633033. 13 26.161990 
21.59 -1235456.26 33.022193 


*Thie wee treated se a decrease in totel expenditures om ranch related it ese less the amount that ie purchased by the Livestock Sector from the Peed aad Grasing Sector. 
ares. Total receipte per public grazing unit ere $18.23 (1977 dollars) beeed om Kerry cee reach 


A decrease ia fizal demand in the renching sector reevite in a decrease of $14.04 of local 
personal income for a public grazing AUM. The corresponding locel employment decrease ie .000398 per AUM for public grazing. 


The per AUM expenditure wae calculated using the total receipts per Abu for the 
budgete, Economic Research Service, Colorado stete University, Fort Collins, Colorado. 


18.23 Receipte AUN 
14.04 Pers Inc - AUM 


0.000398 Emp - AUN 


Table 4. Estimated local community personal income and local. employment impact of grazing fee 
(decreased grazing and reduced ranchers” income impact), Millard County, Utah. 
— . ů— kw⁊n;n r reer 


Usrs III total Federal Combined effect of de- 
Tote! lecel Totel lecei impect of Federal cresced ue & decreased Percest 


Tetel lecel employment Totel lecel employment grazing fee increase income due to higher fees/18 fleece 
Grasieg lee lost leet due iscome lest lest due (decreased incone) Loc deere 


Crasing fee due to fee te fee 4% to fee to fee 7 ce personel Locel fe lecel 
tee/3 imcresse§ iacresse/16 increase/16 incresse/16 incresee/I6 jacome/1? let / income employment econony/13 
—— — — — — —— — 
1.40 
2.00 9.660 12434. 20 9.02 -131742.59 1.11 1441 76.79 1.11 -261839.29 7.7 9.61 
4.00 2.60 -47146.32 -0.06 -499524.00 4.21 -346670.33 4.29 -1017320.33 -13.34 -2.% 
6.00 4.60 -70503.62 -0.09 -746998.80 4.33 -617502.42 6.42 -1670555.33 24.18 -3.67 
8.00 6.60 2633.39 9.11 -875539.32 -7.42 -956174.91 7.31 -2193631.97 33.02 3.09 


L6 


increases 
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Table 1. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 


(per AUM) Garfield County, Washington, I-O model (USFS IMPLAN). /1 


Rengeland iaprovement 


Local government (25%) VPederal treaeury (252) 
Local Community Local Community Community ote! lecal 


Total 
local 
employment 


0.000012 
0.000021 
0.000025 


fund/S (50) 
eprovement Community government iaconme governsest facome Locel incone por oo 
fund iwpact/6 „ir- aditute iepact salaries fepact expenditure impact _lecome 
— — — —— — — — — —— —— — — — — —038— ũ— — 2[— 2 — 2 —Ebä en enoeee ----------- 

0.30 0.15 0.06 0.03 0.09 0.04 0 0 -0.37 
1.30 0.64 0.26 0.12 0.37 0.17 0 0 2.47 
2.30 1.13 0.49 0.22 0.66 0.29 0 0 -4,37 
2.64 1.29 0.57 0.25 0.75 0.34 0 0 -5.01 


0.45 
0.49 
0.446 
0. 0000 2060 
0. 00001760 
0. 00001680 


Decrease 
Crasing de 
fee teachers Coumaity 
incfreace incowe/3 = impact /4 
0.60 -0.60 0. 27 
2.60 2.60 1.17 
4.60 -4.60 -2.07 
3.27 3.27 2.37 
0.60 0. 60 0.27 
2.60 -2.60 1.17 
4.60 4.60 2.07 
5.27 5.27 2.37 
0.60 0. 60 0. 27 
2.60 2.60 1.17 
4.60 4.60 2.07 
Sear 3.27 2.37 


Pere Cone Ie 
Benge Io ie 
Local Gove Ia 
Pere Cone Eap 
Renge leap Lap 
Locel Govt Zap 


1* 


(BLM sect. 3) (Sect. 15 is similar to 0878/10 


Rengeland iaprovement (502) Local government (12.52%) Federal treasury (37.52%) 

0.30 0.15 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.02 0 0 -0.65 

1.30 0.64 0.14 0.06 0.19 0.08 0 0 ~2.680 

2.30 1.15 0.25 0.11 0.33 0.15 0 0 1.96 

2.64 1.29 0.26 0.12 0.38 0.17 0 0 3.68 
Dietributione stay the seme; all increases go to the Federal Tressury (USFS and BLM)/8 

5 f 

0.8) 

5 3.77 

6.67 

27.64 


0.000005 
0.000022 
0.000039 
0. 000065 


0.00001 2 
0.00005 
0.000093 
0.000109 
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Table 2. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases, 


Garfield County, Washington. Assumes no decrease in grazing on federal lands. 


—ä— 


USFS local Total Local Totel BLN 
creo ing rot el personal 08s local personel lecel 
Grezing fee UsFs income eaployment Totel BLM income employment personal 
fee/2 increase aun 2/11 impects/12 ispect/ 12 aun “/ 11 impacte/12 impect/12 income 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 2605.00 -1486 53 0.01 6.00 -3.88 -0.00 -1490.41 
4.00 2.60 2605.00 6441.63 0.050 6.00 16.82 0. 00 6458.45 
6.00 4.60 2605.00 -11396.73 -0.06 6.00 -29.75 0.00 -11426.49 
6.67 $.27 2605.00 -13056.69 0. 06 6.00 -34.09 -0.00 13090. 78 


2605 vors aun“. 
6 BLH/AUM’s 
17394464 County lac. 


Total federal grazing 
fee increase 


a 


euployment 


-0.01 
-0.03 
-0.06 
-0.06 
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Iacose 
decrease 
ia the 
local 
econony/13 


-0.01 
0.04 
0. 07 
0. 00 


persona) Local 
iacose eup loywent 
2271.5 -0.03 
9843.47 0. 1 
17415.) 0.25 
19951. -0.28 


Percent Total federal grazing fee impact 
whens all increases go to the 


Federe!l Treseur 
Loco 


ercent 
Decrease 
in local 


economy 1 


-0.01359 
-0.056 590 
0. 100120 
0.11703 


001 


Table 3. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(decrease in grazing in response to fee increases), /14 Garfield County, Washington. 


— 


Megative Decrease 
response to is uee of 


fee incresse public 
Cres lag Total on vee of greasing 
Groging fee vors Federal io 
fee fecrease  AUM’e/11 Aaun’s/i4 AUM’s 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 2605.00 -0.05 -130.25 
4.00 2.60 2605.00 -0.19 494.95 
6.00 4.60 2605.00 -0.35 2911.73 
6.67 3.27 2605.00 -0.50 -1302.50 


—— — 


Hegative 
iepect Negative 
on loca! \epect on 
personel local 
incowe/15* employwent 
-1266 .69 -0.03 
736.67 0.11 
8725.45 0.21 
-12466 .93 -0.30 


BLM AUM’e 


Wegetive 
response to 
fee iscresse 
or Federal 


Aun oe /14 
6.00 -0.05 
6.00 -0.19 
6.00 -0.35 
6.00 -0.30 


Decrease 
is vee of 
BLK land 
AUK’ 0 
-0.30 
“1.14 
-2.10 
-3.00 


Negative . 
iwspect on 
local 
personal 
income 


-2.87 
-10.91 
-20.10 
-28.71 


— — —— —ͤͥ Ü—Ü—J— e ce. 


Tots! federal grazing fee 


nog at ive effect (decreased use) 
iepact on oca 
loc el per sosse Loca) 

eaploywent inco@e ewploysent 
-0.00 -1249.36 -0.030027 
-0.00 6767.38 -0.114101 
-0.00 8743.34 0.210186 
0. 00 -12493.64 0. 300265 


Thie wae trested as e decrease in totel expenditures om ranch related items lese the amount that ie purchased by the Livestock Sector from the Feed and Grazing Sector. 
The per AUM expenditure wes calculated using the totel receipts per AUM for the ares 


persona! income for 2 public grasing AUM. 


16.08 Receipts AUN 
9.37 Pere Inc - AUM 
0.000230 Emp au 


a eR 


. budgets, Economic Research Service, Colorado State University, Fort coll ine, Colorado. 
The corresponding locel employeent decrease is .00023 per AUM for public grasing. 


Totel ceceipte per public grazing unit sre $16.08 (1977 dollars), based om Kerry Gee's ranch 
A decrease in final desend in the ranching sector resuite in a decrease of $9.57 of local 


TOT 


Table 4. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(decreased grazing and reduced ranchers” income impact), Garfield County, Washington. 


uss III. rot al Federal cos Ilse effect of de- 
Totel loca Total loce impact of Federal creased wee & decreased Percent 
Total local employment Total local employment grazing fee increase iacowe due to higher fees/18 lecove — 

Grazing income lost lost due income lost lost due (decreased incowe) ca decrease 

Cres ing lee due to fee to fee due to fee to fee Fer sede Local personal Loc el ie locel 

te] increase iacresese/I6 isc resse le increase/I6 increase/16 iacome/1) euployat/i? iacone employment econoay/13 
1.40 

2.00 0.60 1412.20 0. 01 3.69 0. 00 1413.69 0.01 2665.23 0.00 0.02 

4.00 2.60 3217.72 -0.03 -13.62 -0.00 -3231.34 0.03 9978.92 0.11 0. 0 

6.00 4.60 -7407.88 -0.04 19.34 0. 00 7427.22 0. 0% 16172. 7. 0.21 0.09 

6.67 $.27 6528.35 -0.03 -17.04 -0.00 -6545.39 -0.03 -19039.02 0.30 0.11 


———— — — —ä— — ae — x ͥ ͥͤ Tß— 
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Table 1. Bstimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(per AUM) Sublette County, Wyoming, I-O model (USFS IMPLAN). /1 


Decrease Range lend iaprovenent Local government (25%) Federal treasury (252 
Crasing ie fund / (301) ca Omeunity Local Commuaity Community Totel local Total 
Grazing fee reschere Commeity Yaprovement Community government income government income Local income per 08. local 
fee/2 increase income/3 impact / fund impect/6 expenditure impect salaries lapeet expendigurce impact income euployseat 
— ——— — — p p —-¾̃ = r ———-——— — . - 
1.40 
2. 00 0.60 0. 60 -0.47 0.30 9.23 0.06 0.05 9.09 0.07 0 0 -0.62 . 000001 
4.00 2.60 -2.60 1.03 1.30 1.08 0.28 0.23 0.37 0.29 2.668  -0.000002 
6.00 4.60 4.60 3.63 2.30 1.91 0.49 0.41 0.66 0.32 0 0 -4.74 0. 00000 
8.00 6.60 6.60 —3.21 3.30 2.78 0.71 0.39 0.94 0.74 0 0 4.860 0. 000006 


(BLM Sece. 3) (Sect. 13 ie aimiler to 9876/0 


cOT 


Rengelend improvement (301) Local government (12.52) Federal treaswry (37.32) 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.47 0.30 0.25 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.03 0 0 -0.72 9. 000000 
4.00 2.60 -2.60 2.03 1.30 1.08 0.14 0.12 9.19 9.13 0 0 3.13 9.000023 
6.00 4.60 -4.60 -3.63 2.30 1.91 0.25 0.21 0.33 0.26 0 0 3.33 -0.000045 
8.00 6.60 6.60 3.21 3.30 2.74 0.35 0.29 0.47 0.37 0 0 -7.94 0. 000063 
Dietributions etey the sene; all increeses go to the Federal Treseery (0878 and 0/6 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 -0.60 -0.47 -1.07 -0.000026 
4.00 2.60 -2.69 2.13 -4.82 0.000119 
6.00 4.60 -4.60 -3.63 6.23 —0. 000203 
8.00 6.60 6.60 —3.21 11.61 0.000291 


0.79 Pers Cone Ia 

0.83 Renge Imp ie 

0.83 Local Govt Ie 
0.00004410 Pere Cone Zap 
0.00004930 Range lob Lap 
0.00004930 Local Govt Eup 


Sc 


Table 2. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases, 
Sublette County, Wyoming. Assumes no decrease in grazing on federal lands. /9 


Total federal greasing Percent Totel federal grazing fee impact 


- fee increase Incose whee ell increases go to the 
vert local rot aol Local Total BLM impact decrease ep Percent 

Crasing Total personal U8F8 locel personal local ce is the ce Decrease 

Cres ing fee ders income eaployment Tote! BLN income employment personal Locel local personal Local fe local 

fee/2 increase aun %/11 impacte/12 ispect/12 407 %/11 ispacte/12 impact/12 income employment econony/13 income employment econony/13 
1.40 

2.00 0.60 $6940.00 -35212.83 -0.03 14482.00 -10451.80 . 06 4366.64 9.11 9.16 7707. 23 1.69 -0.2386931 

4.00 2.60 56940.00 -152588.95 0.12 14482.00 43291.13 0. 37 197860. 10 0.49 0.62 343904. 07 8.47 1.01206 

6.00 4.60 56940.00 ~-269965.07 -0.22 14482.00 -80130.50 -0.65 -350095.37 -0.87 -1.09 2368066. 73 14.45 1.631803 

8.00 6.60 $6940.00 -367341.18 -0.32 $4482.00 -114969.85 -0.93 -502311.03 “1.25 1.356 -643779.51 20.79 -2.628242 


36940 USFS AUN “s 
14462 BLN/AUM’s 
32104332 Couaty lac. 


01 


1 q — 
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Table 3. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 


(decrease in grazing in response to fee increases), /14 Sublette County, Wyoming. 


RMegative 


Decrease 


reeponee te ie use of 


fee incresee public 
cron lag Total on wee of gresiag 
Gresiag fee ders Federal ie 
fee decrease  AUM’s/il aun’e/14 AUN’e 
1.40 
2.00 0.60 $6940.00 -0.04 -2277 .60 
4.00 2.60 $6940.00 0.18 10249. 20 
6. 00 4.60 $6940.00 -0.33 18790. 20 
8.00 6.60 56 940.00 -0.46 -26192.40 


Nag at lo 
impact 
ee local 
pereosal 


Megetive 
impect os 
local 


lacose / 13% employment 


23223. 70 
107 206.63 
-196545.49 
273972. 30 


0.73 
-3.37 
~6.18 
9.62 


Total 
SLM AUM’e 


14482 .00 
14482 .00 
14462 .00 
14482.00 


Hegative 
fesponse de 
fee isereace 
or Federa! 

aun’ e/ié 


0.0% 
-0.18 
-0.33 
-0.46 


Dee resse 
ia wee of 
GLH lead 
AUK’ «e 


579.28 
2606. 70 
4779. oe 
6661.72 


leg at ive 
iepect oe 


local 


pegE SG 


iscowe 


6039.27 
27266.71 
49968. 97 
690 81.39 


retel Federel greasing fee 


nage t ive 

iepect os 
locel 

emp lowest 


SS 


-0.19 
-0.86 
-1.37 
~2.19 


ca 


pet oa 


29802. 96 
1373.34 
246 334.46 
4365.10 


effect (decreased wee) 


Leeal 
ewployment 


0.939716 
4.221,11 
10.609003 


hie wae ttested ae « decrease in totel expenditures om ranch related items lese the amount that ie purchased by che Livestock Sector from the Feed ond Grasing Sector. 
The per AUM expenditure ves calculated using the totel receipts pet AUM for the ores 


budgete, Economic Research Service, Colorado State University, Fort Col lise, Colorado. 


persosel iacome for « public grazing Au. The corresponding locel employment decrease ie .000329 per AUM for public greasing. 


17.43 Receipte AUN 
10.46 Pers lee aun 
0.000329 Emp - AUN 


8 


Totel ceceipte pec public greasing unit are $17.43 (1977 el lere) based om Kerry Cee e ranch 
A decresse io feel demand is the renchiag sector results is a decrease of $10.46 of local 


SOT 


Table 4. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(decreased grazing and reduced ranchers” income impact), Sublette County, Wyoming. 


vers L , Totel Pederal Combined effect of de- 


otel loce Totel local impact of Federal creased wee & decreased Percent 
Tetel local employment Total lecel employment greasing fee increase income due to higher fees/18 iscone 
Crasing imcome lost lost due income lost lost due (decressed incone) ca decrease 


Cresing fee 4% to fee te fee due to fee to fee Personal Local personel Lecal ia local 
fee/3 iecresce § increase/16 incresse/16 increase/16 incresse/16 income/17 employat/1? iacone employment econoay/13 
— U ——g—Xx — — )4 —— — ö:ů¹ʒ8ʃ— 
1.40 ‘ 
2.00 9.60 -33804.32 -0.03 -10033.73 -0.08 -43838.05 0.11 -73721.02 0.94 -0,423 
4.00 2.60 ~-125122.94 -0.10 -37136.74 0.30 -162261.68 0.40 -296735.03 4.23 -0.92 
6.00 4.60 -180876.59 0.15 -$3687.43 -0.44 -234564.03 0.38 -481096.49 -7.75 -1.50 
8.00 6.60 -209164.24 0.17 ~-62083.72 0.30 -271247.96 0.68 -614902.05 10.61 -1.92 
— — ſD:—ꝗ—— — ͤ 6—ĩ—— — —ñ—— . ñ̃ . 
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Table 1. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(per AUM) State of Oregon, I-O model (USFS IMPLAN). /1 


Grazing 
fee/2 


1.40 
2.00 
4.00 
6.00 
7.70 


1.40 
2.00 
4.00 
6.00 
7.70 


1.40 
2.00 
4.00 
6.00 
7.70 


1.30 


8 0. 90 


0.33 
0.00006 250 
0.00004470 
0. 00003710 


Decrease 

Crezing io 
fee ranchers 
increase incose /) 


0.60 
2.60 
4.60 
6.30 


Pere Cone In 
Range lep in 
Locel Covet In 
Perse Cone fap 
Range lep Eap 
Loce! Govt Zap 


-0.60 
-2.60 
-4.60 
6.30 


-0.60 
-2.60 
-4.60 
6.30 


0.60 
2.60 
-4.60 
6.30 


Range lend improvement Local government (252) Federal treasury (252) 
fund / (502) -~ Locel Community Local Community Community Total iocel 


Cossunity Improvement Community government income governaent income Local income pet so 

impact /A fund impect/6 expenditure impact seleries impact expenditure iepact income 
TSR S SRR e „„ „% —D „„ „% ⁵ꝛ . . eee 
0. 80 0.30 0.29 0.06 0.03 90.09 0.11 0 0 0.66 
3.46 1.30 1.25 0.28 0.15 0.37 0.30 0 0 3.62 
6.16 2.30 2.21 0.49 0. 26 0.66 0.88 0 0 6.76 
6.44 3.13 3.02 0.68 0.36 0.90 1.20 0 0 9.26 

(BLM Sect. 3) (Sect. 15 „% similer to USFS)/10 
Rengelend improvement (502) Local government (12.52) Federal treasury (37.52) 
-0.80 0.30 0.29 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.06 0 0 -1.00 
-3.48 1.30 1.23 0.14 0.07 0.89 0.25 0 0 6.33 
-6.16 2.30 2.21 0.23 0.13 0.33 0,44 0 0 7.66 
8.44 3.15 3.02 0.34 0.18 0.45 0.60 0 0 10.49 
o 5 
Distributions stey che same; all increases go to the Federal Treasury (USFS and BLM)/8 
-0.80 1.40 
3.48 6.08 
. 10 10.76 
3.44 14.74 
arta 


Total 
local 
employment 
7 


— — — — 


0.000013 
0.000057 
0.000101 
0. 000136 


0. 000019 
0. 000084 
0.000149 
0. 000204 


0.000036 
0.000163 
0. 000286 
0.000394 


LOT 


Table 2. Estimated local community p 


State of Oregon. Assumes no decrease in grazing on federal lands. 


ersonal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases, 


eres ing 
Grazing fee 
fee/2 incresee 


361074 USFS AUN’s 
1059107 BLM/AUNM‘s 
198699743439 County loc. 


Totel federal tres int Percent Totel federel grosing fee impact 
fee increase Income when all increases go to the 
USFS locel Totel Local Tote! BLM i decrease Federal Treseur Per cat 

tot ol peteonel USFS locel pat ton local Local ia the Local Decresse 
usrs income esploysent Totel SI» income eeployment personal Locel locel persone! Local in locel 
AUM’ 6/11 iepacts/12 ispact/12 Aun 6/11 impacte/12 ispect / 17 income employment econoay/13 income eaploywent economy/1!3 
381074.00 -335247.95 5.02 1059107.00 -1057912.86 -20,54 1393160. 80 23.37 0.01 20220112 54.01 —0. 010161 
381074.00 1433261.39 21.77 1059107.00 4564 269.05 39.02 -6039570.64 110.79 -0.03 876206 1. 20 234.010 —0. 044031 
381074.00 -2575315.24 568.31 1059107.00 -8110665.24 -157.50-10685980.48 196.01 -0.05-15502108.28 “414.05 -0.077901 
381074.00 -3$29630.28 52.74 1059107.00-11108085.00 -215.70-14637715.28 258.4 -0.07-212311486.30 367.07 0.106691 
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Table 3. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(decrease in grazing in response to fee increases), /14 State of Oregon. 


Negative Decresse 
response to in use of Negative Negative Negative futol Federal greasing fee 
fee increase public impact Negative response fo Decresse impect on WMegative effect (decressed use) 
Graziog Totel on use of grazing on local impact on fee increase in use of local impact on Loca 
Grazing fee USFS Federal in persons! local Total or Federal SLM lead persona) local personal Locee 
tee increase AU 11 aun / 14 aun incowe/15* employment BLM AUM’s AU / 13 AUM“e income euploywent income euplo-ment 
e 
1.40 5 
2.00 0.60 361074. oo 0.05 -19053.70 346396. 27 8.30 1059107. 00 9.05 —32933.35 9627268. 26 73.62 10912633 -32.:16037 
4.00 2.60 1681074. 00 0. 19 -724604.06 1316305. 81 2.29 1039107. 00 0.49 201 230.33 3658367. 40 89.75 6974673. 21 22.040919 
6.00 9. (0 3581074. 00 0.33 -133375.90 -2424773.86 -39.49 1059107 .00 -0.33 -370687.45 -6739097 .64 -165.33 -9163871.70 -224.012256 
7.70 6.30  3861074.00 -0.50 -190537.00 -3463962.66 84.96 1059107.00 -9.30 -329553.50 -9627282.63 -236 .16-13091 245.29 -321.160365 


*Thie wee treated se a decrease in totel expenditures on ranch related items less the amount that ie purchased by the Livestock Sector froe the Feed and Grazing Sector. 

The per Abu expenditure wee calculated using the total ceceipts per AUM for the area Total ceceipta per public grazing unit are $18.18 (1977 gol lere), based on Kerry Cee e ranch 
budgets, Economic Research Service, Colorsdo Stete University, Fort Collins, Colorado. A decrease in final demand in the ranching sector resulte in s decrease of $16.08 of local 
personal income for @ public grazing AUM. The corresponding local employment decrease is .000446 per AUM for public grazing. 


16.08 Receipte Abu 4 
16.16 Pere Inc - AUM 
0.000646 Emp - AUM 


USN = 
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Table 4. Estimated local community personal income and local employment impact of grazing fee increases 
(decreased grazing and reduced ranchers” income impact), State of Oregon. 


— — 


Total Federal 
ampect of Federel 


Combined ef feet of de- 


Total loce! ereeced wee & decreased 


Totel lecel employment Totel lecel employment grazing fee incresee income due to higher fees/i8 Income 

Grasing ieee lost leet % income loot lost due (decreased income) 7 decrease 

Cresiag fee % to fee te fee d% to fee to fee ron ca pereove! Lecel ia locel 
fee/3 facreecse increese/I6 increase/16 incresse/16 increase/I6 incowe/1) eaployet/i? lacome ewploywent econony/1i3 

ri ins ea — . ht 
1.40 

2.00 9.66 -316485.55 . 77 1003017. 21 19.32 1125502. 70 1.29 26326 27.29 2.12 -0.01 

4.00 2.60 -1178778.09 17.63 -3713274.13 272.11 -4892052.22 99.74 -9866723.43 122.04 -0.05 

6.00 4.60 -1673954.91 23.01 -$271932.40 102.57 -6945867.3) 127 .40-16109759.01 224.01 -0.08 

7.70 6.60 -1764815.14 26. 3354042. 30 107.65 -7316657 .64 —134.22-20410102.93 221.16 0. 10 


011 


uv 0.8. Perect Service IMPLAB (en Lapet-Ovtpuc Medel) Bechy Mecatele Forest and esse Baperiasat Seetien, . Pores Service, Pere Coliice, 
co leres. : 


* The fece evelusted ore ot the 02.00, 84.00, $6.00, ond $8.00 level of op te the 1983 private gresiag fesse cate tet the State (Rates ese 
enclosed co Appeodiz 111). The 1983 federel greasing fee fe 01.48 except for che ass lose geracofonde fee, waich fe 62.86. 


Withest e cheage le the tescbere expeediture patterne, ea incresse in the cee cet, eb ac gresiag fee, will decrecse bie lac (or 
iacresce bie lese) end ceed flew. 


* 4 decrease in the senchers lac will decrease bie expenditure. Sie seduced spending will eee affect other ieee le the commaity. Ver 
thie ot laste, the hewsebelé expenditure petterae of he ares from nuts were seed te Se ee the dete of geduced honsebeld ieee. 


57 Por the dure ced Section 19 Mu lese, the eee collected are dietributed 20 chet (ia geecval) 308 of the fee fe setersed te the lecal area 
for range land meistensace ond investment projecto——the couctruction set lee fa nn, 232% fe seturmed Ce lecel goveremeat (county reeds and 
echoole) while 258 fe seteraed de che 8.8. Treasury. Vor BIN Section ) lese, this formic fe 308 (resse less favestacete), 12.38 lee 
government, ond 37.38 federal trescury. Thie fe, ely e very geserel description of the fee Gebert formsie; these very general 
forenlee ere bee to cotinate the pet est le eee of greasing fee lacresses. 

6 As incresse im greasing feces weold inerense the eee seturaed to the lecel asee. These anpeaditures impact the lecel eres directly, 60 

well ee ledircectiy. . 


7 rhe cummuletive locel lacose effect of e grazing fee increase from $1.40 to $2.00 per aus fae county area wight be 6 $-.68 decrease fm local 
incowe. Thie includes the jose of b. (0 of ranchere Income and the 6.80 decrease fm community personel Income thet fe related te the raschere 
$.60 face decresce. With the same dietribution foreule, the locel eres would receive on additional swount as fees are increased, Local 
loc oe related to rangelend faprovesent expenditures vould increase by 9. 50, while local facose related to local governeent expenditeres of 
$.06 would focresee by $.03 plus the originel .09 local governaent ealary face, The Joel caployweat effects are analysed oe ler except 
thet the decresee fa ranchere’ facoee would not act necessarily sean e reduction fa eaployacat; thie fe reduced only ee eaploywent fe releted 
to bie decressed expenditures, See Table I State of Oregon for numerical exemple (p. 106). 


5 It e change were to be de la the greasing fee feteslee thet were to incresee greasing eee with aif ineresses golag te the Pederel Treacery, 

there would be we positive lecel iscens effecte. : 
wie caslyele eee thet the reecher ashes ne seduction le bie wee of federal gracing. The level of wee steye the eowe sed all este ase 
absorbed through lever ceucher income. Thie estinste would be the sesilest of the seacher cocmwalty fepacte and sbowld be cee dere a det 
ters iapect catil edjuctmente ere asde. 


9/ 


10 / 


uw Focel Ame pereltted by the UES and BIN. Actual wee oF ectusl hero e seld wey very. For lecge differences ia pere tes ead sets sec, 
Che ot last ee lapecte ehowld be reduced by the dif feceace. 
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10% Over ties, edjecstmente et Likely will be de by sanchere according te the erg sa vo lee product of the federel gresieg peraite. 
Aocunlng e teisageler dletcibution of the MVP°e te the sencher (that leg the private flease grosiag sete fe cheese a0 the eee oe % 
Glotribucton of We), e reaction te price increcees ase eotieated. Thie shewlé be considezed 0 a Saale seduction over © ese ties 
resse let. 4 long tense change (net cls hero) could eccus where the saachere chet considered the MUP of federel grosing de be thes 
above the privete lease sete eccummisate the fedesel greasing free these ganchere whe ase is so pecitiee de ashe see of the federal grosieg 
with 155 WvP’s. Wie weeld assume that greasing priviledges pere trencferadie. Fer ee auplenation of the triengeles Gee bet lea, see 
Appoedis 1. 


157 Ae a telt of a peice lacrosse, It wee eee thet the rench would seduce bie see of federal greeiag. Moewever, while be may reduce vee 
ef federal An', there le e pereonal feen ond cuployment lese related to the an' thet are seteised. Thie cel eotinctes theee eee 
of the senclaing a7. Aira 


90 / 


avs If @ beste were te be % le the gresing fee formule thet would leeres fece with aif fncrences gelegte the Pederel Treceury, the total 
cen lde effect would iaccesce. 


Vor Section 13 BLN Lande, the greosing fee feede are dietribeted le e olmiler asaner to the O878 Globuraemente. 


Forel t aed BLN n' affected are ches res the previews coluam end aultipiied by the dete persone) lac let per AM. 


Tetel cowaty lee divided fate lese persees! feen iupect. 


Tetel lee fupect of veduced lecol Incense ond lest a0 e result of decrecsed ranchers facene. dus and BLN coudined. 


2 


1) erte lepoct of decreased woe and decresced Income due te bigher fees ore divided by 1980 cotel ores lecone. Reproduced from WW 
best available copy. Cis 
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